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From the Editor
The articles in this issue of  The Asbury Journal come primarily from 
papers presented at the Advanced Research Programs Interdisciplinary Colloquium 
held at Asbury Theological Seminary on April 21, 2017. The theme of  this colloquium 
was “Wesleyan Theology from Biblical and Missiological Perspectives.” Setting 
the stage for the student presentations, Dr. Laurence Wood presented a riveting 
paper on John Wesley’s mission to spread scriptural holiness and the theology of  
sanctification	and	Spirit	baptism,	which	provides	a	 framework	 for	understanding	
the theological and missiological nature of  Wesley’s work. With this historical and 
theological context established, the student papers were able to explore the theme 
in different ways through the lenses of  Biblical Studies and Intercultural Studies. 
Susangeline Patrick examines Wesley’s view of  the Imago Dei as a 
missiological framework for working with Lakota and other Native American tribes 
to help restore God’s image to a people who have often suffered the destruction of  
their image in American history. Timothy Christian explores Wesley’s interpretation 
of  Revelation 20:1-10 and argues that modern Wesleyan missions and evangelism 
should rightfully take a historic premillennial view of  this passage to be more 
biblically sound. Wilmer Estrada-Carrasquillo builds upon his own heritage and 
identity as a Latino Pentecostal to argue that Wesley’s theology provides a useful 
framework for embracing hospitality in reaching out to others in our work in the 
mission	of 	the	Church.	Ryan	Kristopher	Giffin	dives	into	Wesley’s	view	of 	salvation	
by looking at Wesley’s notes of  Philippians 1:6.
Three	additional	papers	were	not	part	of 	the	colloquium,	but	fit	the	theme	
well. Howard Snyder examines the critical impact of  Irenaeus on Wesley’s theology, 
and how that has had an effect on the way we see Wesley’s missiology. Marcus 
Dean examines the missiological question of  how to contextualize the Wesleyan 
understanding of  holiness. He argues that missions has often left a theological 
gap by focusing primarily on contextualizing the theology of  salvation, but setting 
aside	the	importance	of 	 living	a	holy	 life	as	a	reflection	of 	God’s	holiness.	Mark	
Elliott presents a fascinating glimpse into the interplay of  Methodism and Eastern 
Orthodoxy from Wesley’s early interest in the Greek Church Fathers to modern 
issues and concerns between the United Methodist Church and the Soviet Union 
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into the post-Soviet era. Elliott seeks for a common ground between Methodism 
and Orthodoxy that might smooth the way for future mission efforts.
The From the Archives essay in this issue looks back at a fascinating 
letter between two important women of  the holiness movement. The letter is 
written	 to	Hannah	Whitall	 Smith,	 a	Quaker	who	 experienced	 sanctification	 and	
became interested in studying this experience and promoting it for the rest of  her 
life. Hannah Whitall Smith wrote the holiness classic, The Christian’s Secret to a 
Happy Life, which is still sold and read around the world. The letter is written from 
Frances Havergal, a British poet and hymn writer, who wrote one of  the great 
holiness hymns, “Take My Life and Let it Be,” which is still sung in churches all 
over the world. Havergal passed away at the young age of  42, and most of  her work 
was published after her death. But this beautiful letter records Havergal’s personal 
account	of 	her	own	experience	of 	sanctification,	since	Hannah	and	her	husband,	
Robert Pearsall Smith asked her directly for this account. Given her early death, this 
may be the only personal handwritten account we have of  this intimate spiritual 
experience, and this letter allows us in to see and understand its importance for her 
life. As such it brings her hymn to life in a wonderfully personal way. This letter is a 
spiritual gem, hidden away in one of  the most used collections in the Archives and 
Special	Collections,	but	it	definitely	deserves	to	be	highlighted	here.
Increasingly in my work as editor of  The Asbury Journal, I have seen 
a growing interest and enthusiasm for developing and thinking about a Wesleyan 
approach to missions. This is a topic that is underdeveloped, but well worth pursuing. 
Wesley’s	understanding	of 	prevenient	grace	and	the	role	of 	sanctification	are	often	
overlooked by traditional Calvinistic approaches to mission, which focus more on 
sin and salvation as opposed to how the love of  God has been at work within a 
culture and desires to redeem and restore not just people, but entire communities 
and cultures into the image of  God found in Christ Jesus. My desire is that the 
articles in this issue might inspire more theological and missiological work of  the 
future potential and promise of  Wesleyan missions!
              Robert Danielson Ph.D.
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Laurence W. Wood
John Wesley’s Mission of  Spreading Scriptural Holiness: A Case 
Study in World Mission and Evangelism
Abstract
A manual of  discipline, called The Large Minutes, was given to all 
Methodist preachers when they joined John Wesley’s annual conference, containing 
this explanation: “God’s design in raising up the people called ‘Methodists’” was 
“to spread scriptural holiness over the land.” This paper will trace a narrow slice of  
the larger developing story of  how John Wesley arrived at his distinction between 
justifying faith and full sanctifying grace. It will also serve as a case study to show 
that	the	call	to	justification	by	faith	and	a	subsequent	experience	of 	sanctification	
by faith became the theme of  his evangelistic preaching. This paper will conclude 
with some observations about the importance of  Wesley’s holiness message for 
the founding of  Asbury Theological Seminary and the E. Stanley Jones School of  
World Mission and Evangelism.
Keywords: John Wesley, Methodism, sanctifying grace, holiness, John Fletcher
Laurence W. Wood is currently the Frank Paul Morris Professor of  Systematic 
Theology/Wesley Studies at Asbury Theological Seminary in Wilmore, Kentucky.
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Introduction
Lord, if  I on Thee believe,
The Second Gift impart,
With th’ Indwelling Spirit give
A new, a loving Heart:
If  with Love Thy Heart is stor’d,
If  now o’er me Thy Bowels move,
Help me, Saviour, speak the Word,
And perfect me in Love.1
--Charles Wesley
Rejoice, rejoice ye Fallen Race,
The Day of  Pentecost is come!
Expect the Sure-descending Grace,
Open your Hearts to make him Room.
Assembled here with one Accord,
Calmly we wait the Promis’d Grace,
The Purchase of  our Dying Lord —
Come,	Holy	Ghost,	and	fill	the	Place!
Wisdom and Strength to Thee belongs,
Sweetly within our Bosoms move,
Now let us speak with Other Tongues
The New, Strange Language of  Thy Love. 2
--Charles Wesley
A manual of  discipline, called The Large Minutes, was given to all 
Methodist preachers when they joined John Wesley’s annual conference, containing 
this explanation: “God’s design in raising up the people called ‘Methodists’” was “to 
spread scriptural holiness over the land.”3 This paper will trace a narrow slice of  
the larger developing story of  how John Wesley arrived at his distinction between 
justifying faith and full sanctifying grace. It will also serve as a case study to show 
that	the	call	to	justification	by	faith	and	a	subsequent	experience	of 	sanctification	
by faith became the theme of  his evangelistic preaching. This paper will conclude 
with some observations about the importance of  Wesley’s holiness message for 
the founding of  Asbury Theological Seminary and the E. Stanley Jones School of  
World Mission and Evangelism.
10     The Asbury Journal    73/1 (2018)
William Law, “A Parent” of  Methodism
In December 17264 John Wesley read William Law’s book, A Practical 
Treatise upon Christian Perfection (1726). He and his brother Charles literally consumed 
it, and it became their often-quoted textbook on holiness. John Wesley said that 
William Law “convinced me more than ever of  the absolute impossibility of  being 
half  a Christian.5 He came to understand “true religion [is]… God’s dwelling and 
reigning in the soul.” By religion, John Wesley meant the experience of  holiness, 
and not a system of  beliefs.6 
Charles Wesley accepted his older brother’s guidance in theology, and he 
too read William Law’s book on perfection, admitting, “all I knew of  religion was 
through him [William Law].”7 Again, notice religion means holiness of  heart and 
life, not doctrine.
In 1729 William Law recommended to those who were “desirous of  
perfection, should unite themselves into little societies” and engage in “voluntary 
poverty, virginity, retirement, and devotion, living upon bare necessaries.”8 It is likely 
that this recommendation inspired Charles Wesley the very same year to start a 
religious society of  three persons. After serving as his father’s curate, John Wesley 
returned to Oxford in 1729 and organized this society around his leadership with 
Charles Wesley’s full approval.
William Law said that he had served “as a kind of  oracle” to John Wesley, 
and John Wesley acknowledged that there was some truth to William Law being “a 
parent” of  Methodism.9	Within	a	few	months	after	his	first	visit	to	William	Law	in	
July 1732,10 John Wesley preached a sermon at St. Mary’s Church, Oxford University, 
entitled	“Circumcision	of 	Heart,”	which	was	the	mirror	image	of 	Law’s	definition	
of  Christian perfection.11 Under the tutelage of  William Law, the Wesley brothers 
believed that anything short of  Christian perfection was only being a half-Christian 
which for them was actually not being a Christian at all. William Law continued to 
serve as a mentor to the Wesley brothers between 1732 and 1735. William Law once 
expressed the transparency of  their relationship in a letter to John Wesley: “You 
sought my acquaintance, you came to me as you pleased, and on what occasions you 
pleased, and to say to me what you pleased.”12 Law also mentioned; “you have had 
a great many conversations with me.”13 
The Wesley brothers sailed with Gen. James Oglethorpe to Georgia 
on October 14, 1735, on board the Simmonds14 hoping that it would be the means 
of  their own perfection. They had learned from Law there was no salvation for 
ourselves unless we are involved in saving others.15 This is why John Wesley said: 
“My chief  motive [for going as a missionary to Georgia]… is the hope of  saving 
my own soul. I hope to learn the true sense of  the gospel of  Christ by preaching it 
Wood : John Wesley's mission oF spreading scriptural holiness   11
to the heathens.”16 When Wesley talked about the need to save his own soul, he had 
not yet developed the time-lapse between justifying faith and sanctifying grace. So 
when Wesley talked about being “saved” as a motive for being a missionary, he was 
using Law’s equation of  Christian perfection with being “saved by putting off  this 
old man, and being renewed in holiness and purity of  life.”17
Aboard the Simmons, William Law’s Treatise on Christian Perfection served 
as their textbook, which they frequently consulted and read to others on the 
ship.18 Because Law emphasized that Christian perfection was achieved through a 
“resolution to attend only to the one thing needful,”19 John Wesley often made spiritual 
resolutions on the ship.20	 However,	 John	Wesley’s	 confidence	 in	 William	 Law’s	
High Church liturgical doctrines and his will-mysticism was sorely tested when he 
met a Moravian group of  immigrants from Herrnhut, Germany. In the midst of  a 
life-threatening	storm	with	water	surging	over	the	ship,	John	Wesley	was	terrified,	
but he noticed that these Moravians were calm because they possessed a personal 
assurance of  faith in God and were unafraid to die.21
The Wesley brothers arrived in Georgia on Feb. 5, 1736, and two days 
later John Wesley talked with a Moravian missionary, Augustus Spangenburg, who 
confronted him with the need to experience an assurance of  a personal faith in 
Christ. John Wesley said that he had an opportunity from February 14, 1735, to 
December 2, 1737, to engage in conversation with the Moravians two and three 
times a day. 
While returning to England, he again experienced a life-threatening 
storm.	John	Wesley	was	terrified,	but	resolved	that	he	would	begin	preaching	the	
doctrine of  saving faith to everyone on board the ship.22 He said: “I was strongly 
convinced that… the gaining a true, living faith was the ‘one thing needful’ for 
me.”23 Here Wesley equated the Moravian understanding of  “living faith” with 
William Law’s language of  “one thing needful.” Law italicized this phrase nine times 
as a reference to Christian perfection,24 and John Wesley put it in quotation marks 
to	indicate	its	specific	meaning.	Wesley	had	earlier	written	a	sermon	in	May,	1734	
entitled,	“One	Thing	Needful,”	which	is	defined	in	the	same	way	as	William	Law	
defined	it:	“to	love	the	Lord	his	God	with	all	his	heart,”	“the	recovery	of 	the	image	
of  God,” “to be made perfectly whole,” and “the most entire renovation of  our 
nature.” “The one thing needful,” Wesley said, is “perfection” and “to love the Lord 
his God with all his heart, and soul, and mind, and strength.”25 He preached this 
sermon in Georgia, and Charles also preached it in Boston26 and other occasions. 
John Wesley returned to England from Georgia on Feb. 1, 1738, and 
what had he learned about himself  in the meantime? This will sound very unusual 
for a missionary to say: “I went to Georgia to convert the Indians, but Oh! who will 
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convert me?”27 Again, it is important to recognize that the word “convert” was not 
a reference to justifying faith as distinct from full sanctifying grace because Wesley 
believed that being a Christian was being a full Christian wholly devoted to God, not 
a half-Christian. Wesley had already, at this point, equated Law’s idea of  Christian 
perfection with the Moravian idea of  a living faith, as Richard Heitzenrater has also 
pointed out.28 
The Missing Ingredient in William Law—the Full Assurance of  Faith
A week after his return from Georgia, John Wesley met the Moravian 
Peter Böhler who had just arrived in England from Herrnhut for a brief  stay on 
his way as missionary to South Carolina. John Wesley noted in his diary: “God 
prepared [Peter Böhler] for me as soon as I came to London.”29 When Böhler told 
John Wesley that faith is “‘dominion over sin and constant peace from a sense of  
forgiveness’,” he “looked upon it as a new gospel.”30 What further astounded Wesley 
was the claim that the full assurance of  faith could be received “instantaneously.” 
But when he turned his attention to the book of  Acts, “to my utter astonishment, 
found scarce any instances there of  other than instantaneous conversions” of  
individuals who were in an instant delivered “from sin and misery to righteousness 
and joy in the Holy Ghost.” 31
The	Wesley	brothers	 replaced	 the	fifty-two	 year-old	William	Law	with	
the twenty-six year-old Peter Böhler as their mentor. Law had not been able to 
help them to break through the faith-barrier. Interestingly enough, John Wesley 
introduced Böhler to William Law, but this interview was not productive in bringing 
the two men together in a common understanding of  how salvation is attained.32 
In a letter to William Law on May 14, 1738, John Wesley complained 
that “for two years… I have been preaching after the model of  your two practical 
treatises” without any success. John Wesley admitted that the only faith that he 
personally had up to that point was a “speculative, notional, airy shadow, which 
lives in the head, not in the heart.” Compared to the intellectual resolutions of  will-
mysticism of  trying to be holy, John Wesley said to Law: “What is this to the living, 
justifying faith in the blood of  Jesus? The faith that cleanseth from sin, that gives us 
to have free access to the Father, to rejoice in hope of  the glory of  God, to have the 
love of  God shed abroad in our hearts by the Holy Ghost which dwelleth in us; and 
the Spirit itself  bearing witness with our spirit, that we are the children of  God?”33 
This letter shows that Wesley was disappointed that, while William Law had advised 
him	on	many	occasions	and	had	properly	defined	Christian	perfection,	he	had	failed	
to help him to know how to attain it as a personal experience. Now that he had met 
Peter Böhler, this letter shows that Wesley came to believe that “justifying faith” is 
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the same as being “cleansed from sin” (= Christian perfection), entailing freedom 
from fear and doubt, the full assurance of  faith, and being cleansed from all sin in 
an instant moment of  personal faith rather than through the protracted, ritualistic, 
and self-defeating process of  perfection proposed in the will-mysticism of  William 
Law.34 
On the very same day that John Wesley had written to William Law (May 
14, 1738), he preached a sermon on “Salvation by Faith” at St. Ann’s Church on 
Aldersgate Street. 35 This was two weeks before his Aldersgate experience of  personal 
faith. This sermon shows that John Wesley linked Law’s idea of  Christian perfection 
with	the	Moravian	concept	of 	justification	by	faith,	defining	“justification”	to	mean	
“salvation from sin” and it frees believers from “from all their sins: from original and 
actual.” In agreement with William Law,36 John Wesley also equated being “born 
again of  the Spirit” with Christian perfection and being cleansed from all sin,37 
although John Wesley subsequently made a distinction between being born of  God 
in the lower sense of  justifying faith and being born of  God in the highest sense 
of  Christian perfection, and twenty two years later John Wesley further limited the 
term of  being born of  God to the initial moment of  justifying faith in 1760 with 
his sermon, “The New Birth.”38 However, Charles always continued in his hymns 
to equate being born of  God and “the second birth” with Christian perfection, 
as Charles Wesley scholars like Earnest Rattenbury39 and John Tyson have also 
shown.40
The conversion experiences of  Charles and John Wesley were initially 
assumed by them to be their moment of  Christian perfection. The immediate self-
interpretation of  John Wesley’s own personal Aldersgate experience of  faith was in 
terms of  Christian perfection: “I have constant peace; --not one uneasy thought. And 
I have freedom from sin; --not one unholy desire.”41 When he was tempted to doubt, 
he felt reassured that he had a “true heart in full assurance of  faith.”42 
The self-understanding of  Charles Wesley’s moment of  justifying faith as 
entailing	Christian	perfection	is	confirmed	in	that	he	preached	his	brother‘s	sermon,	
“Salvation	by	Faith”	on	September	3,	1738,	which	identified	justification	with	entire	
sanctification.43	It	is	also	confirmed	by	the	fact	that	he	interpreted	his	moment	of 	
belief  to be the coming of  the Holy Spirit to take up his abode in his heart, and 
as John Tyson has shown, Charles Wesley’s “Hymns for Whitsunday” interpreted 
the Pentecostal sending of  the Spirit as synonymous with Christian perfection.44 
So	when	Charles	and	John	Wesley	were	taught	by	Peter	Böhler	that	justification	is	
the	full	assurance	of 	faith,	 it	was	only	natural	that	they	would	filter	their	 idea	of 	
Christian perfection through the notion of  an instantaneous faith. 
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Two Sources of  John Wesley’s Idea of  Pentecostal Holiness
Richard Heitzenrater has pointed out that John Wesley’s sermons had a 
stronger pneumatological focus after his Aldersgate experience. 45 The reason for 
this new emphasis is not what he learned from Peter Böhler, but comes from two 
other sources—one an High Anglican source and one a Moravian source. 
The	High	Anglican	source	was	John	Heylyn;	the	first	rector	of 	St.	Mary-
le-Strand (1724–59) who became prebendary of  Westminster Abbey (1743–59), a 
much-admired minister and theologian46 whose writings had already exercised a 
strong	influence	on	John	Wesley	when	he	was	in	Georgia.47 On Pentecost Sunday 
on May 21, 1738, which was three days before his Aldersgate experience, John 
Wesley with some friends “sang a hymn to the Holy Ghost” to Charles Wesley who 
was lying in a sick-bed. Afterwards, John Wesley went to hear Heylyn preach. John 
Wesley recorded in his journal that Heylyn did “preach a truly Christian sermon 
on	‘They	were	all	filled	with	the	Holy	Ghost’—and	so,	said	he,	may	all you be.”48 
Because the curate was ill, Heylyn, who already knew John Wesley, asked him to 
assist in Holy Communion. 
In this sermon on Pentecost Sunday (Acts 2:2-3), John Wesley heard 
Heylyn distinguish between pre-Pentecostal and Pentecostal believers. Heylyn said 
the sanctifying baptism of  the Spirit transformed the disciples after Pentecost from 
weak to strong believers in Christ. This description is similar to the way that John 
Wesley was later to explain the weakness of  the disciples prior to Pentecost because, 
Wesley said, the sanctifying Spirit had not yet descended on them at Pentecost.49 
Heylyn directed his hearers “to be baptized with the Holy Ghost” through earnest 
prayer as the disciples on the day of  Pentecost. He said that a Christian believer is 
sanctified	through	the	“baptism	with	the	Spirit,”	“purging	away…	carnal	desires,”	
producing “perfect purity.”50 As noted by John Wesley in his journal, Heylyn 
encouraged	believers	today	to	be	filled	with	the	Holy	Spirit.	He	showed	that	Pentecost	
was not a single past event, but it marked the beginning of  the very possibility of  a 
personal Pentecost for all subsequent believers. Heylyn said believers only need to do 
today what the disciples did on the day of  Pentecost—wait in prayer.
John Fletcher,51 who was Wesley’s designated successor, and Thomas 
Coke,52 who became Wesley’s right hand assistant and bishop of  American 
Methodism, cited extensively from this sermon as an explanation of  the Methodist 
idea of  Pentecostal holiness. What was missing in Heylyn’s sermon was an emphasis 
on the full assurance of  faith that the Wesley brothers had learned from their 
Moravian friends. 
At the same time John Wesley was listening to Heylyn’s Pentecost sermon, 
the bed-ridden Charles Wesley received his own personal Pentecost at the house of  
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a Moravian layman, Mr. Bray. Charles Wesley had already learned from William Law 
that	Christian	perfection	was	“to	“make	us	like	himself,	to	fill	us	with	his	Spirit”53 and 
that the only way we can practice the perfect love of  God was through being “full 
of  the Spirit of  Christ.”54 So when the Moravians talked about an instantaneous 
moment of  justifying faith, it was understandable that the High Churchman Charles 
Wesley would link it to Christian perfection. 
This is why he described his expectation of  saving faith (from all sin) 
in reference to Jesus’ promise: “At nine my brother and some friends came, and 
sang an hymn to the Holy Ghost. My comfort and hope were hereby increased. In 
about half  an hour they went: I betook myself  to prayer; the substance as follows: 
‘O Jesus, Thou hast said, ‘I will come unto you’; Thou hast said, ‘I will send the 
Comforter unto you’; Thou hast said, ‘My Father and I will come unto you, and 
make our abode with you.’ Thou art God who canst not lie; I wholly rely upon Thy 
most true promise: accomplish it in Thy time and manner.’”55 Immediately after this 
prayer, he heard a woman in the house speak, “Arise, and believe.” At that moment, 
he said: “I felt a strange… palpitation of  heart. I said… ‘I believe, I believe.’”56 He 
described this experience to mean: “I now found myself  at peace with God, and 
rejoiced in hope of  loving Christ.”57
As John Wesley was leaving the church service following Heylyn’s 
Pentecost sermon, someone brought him “the surprising news, that my brother had 
found rest to his soul.”58 Then the very next day, on May 22, 1738, Charles expressed 
the hope that his brother John would also have his personal Pentecost. Charles said: 
“My brother coming, we joined in intercession for him. In the midst of  prayer, 
I almost believed the Holy Ghost was coming upon him.”59 Rather, it was two 
days later on May 24, 1738, that John Wesley “felt his heart strangely warmed” and 
believed. Both of  these young men now believed that they had received Christian 
perfection through an instantaneous moment of  the full assurance of  faith. 
John Wesley’s belief  that he had received Christian perfection at 
Aldersgate was short-lived because two days later he experienced again the old 
feelings of  doubt and fear. This is why he went to Herrnhut on June 13, 1738 
for a visit hoping that “those holy men … would be a means, under God, of  so 
stablishing my soul.”60 
If  William Law had taught John Wesley the meaning of  Christian 
perfection and if  Peter Böhler had taught him the instantaneous moment of  
faith’s assurance, it was another Moravian who taught him to see more clearly that 
sanctifying grace is subsequent in time to justifying faith. On August 3, 1738, John 
Wesley met a lay preacher at Herrnhut by the name of  Christian David. Throughout 
the following week, John Wesley heard him preach multiple times, and held extended 
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conversations with him.61 John Wesley gave an extensive report in his journal of  the 
teachings of  Christian David showing that the distinction between justifying faith 
and being cleansed from all sin (full sanctifying grace) is patterned on the basis of  
the disciple’s pre-Pentecost and Pentecost experience. Christian David said the full 
assurance of  faith comes through “the indwelling of  the Spirit.” He said the pre-
Pentecost	disciples	of 	Jesus	lacked	this	full	assurance,	although	they	were	justified	
and forgiven before Pentecost. Because of  the descent of  the Holy Spirit on the 
day of  Pentecost, Christian David said one could, like the disciples, be cleansed 
from all sin.62 The disciples’ experience is thus cited as a pattern for all subsequent 
believers. John Wesley recorded this important explanation. “The state the apostles 
were in from our Lord’s death (and indeed for some time before) till the descent of  
the Holy Ghost at the day of  Pentecost” included a degree of  faith. Christian David 
compared	“being	justified”	with	the	experience	of 	the	disciples	of 	the	earthly	Jesus	
prior to Pentecost, whereas the coming of  the Spirit at Pentecost meant they were 
“fully assured” and “cleansed from all sin.”63
John Wesley returned to England on September 16, 1738. Upon his 
return, he met that same evening with Charles. He had written Charles from 
Herrnhut the day after his conversation with Christian David, and now he was 
able	to	give	him	a	first-hand	report	of 	what	he	had	learned	from	the	leaders	of 	the	
Herrnhut	community.	For	the	first	time	the	Wesley	brothers	began	to	distinguish	
clearly between justifying faith and a subsequent experience of  Christian perfection, 
using the pattern of  the disciples’ experience before and after Pentecost as the 
basis	of 	the	distinction	between	justification	and	sanctification.	This	time-sensitive	
distinction	between	justification	and	sanctification	was	not	an	unnatural	extension	
of 	 their	 own	 Anglican	 theology,	 as	 reflected	 in	 the	 Pentecost	 sermon	 of 	 John	
Heylyn, as well as in the Anglican liturgical distinction between water baptism 
(based	on	Easter)	and	confirmation	(based	on	Pentecost).	
In his journal for October 14, 1738,64 and in a letter to his brother 
Samuel on October 30, 1738, Wesley explained that Christian perfection means 
being delivered from all fear and doubt, freed from all sin, the seal of  the Spirit, 
the indwelling Spirit, and receiving the fullness of  faith. He explained to his older 
brother	Samuel	that	he	was	justified	(“accepted	in	the	Beloved”)	and	sins	no	longer	
“reigned over me” as a result of  his Aldersgate faith-experience but he did not yet 
“feel” God’s “love shed abroad in their hearts by the Holy Ghost which is given 
unto them’.”65 And hence he said that he was only a “Christian in that imperfect 
sense” because he did not have “the indwelling of  the Spirit.”66
Three months later in his diary for January 25, 1739, he reported that 
he “baptized John Smith… and four other adults at Islington. Of  the adults I have 
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known baptized lately, one only was at that time born again, in the full sense of  the 
word;	that	is,	found	a	thorough,	inward	change,	by	the	love	of 	God	filling	her	heart.	
Most of  them were only born again in a lower sense; that is, received the remission 
of  their sins. And some (as it has since too plainly appeared) neither in one sense 
nor the other.” This journal entry indicates that John Wesley was already learning 
what he believed to be Scriptural—that a time-lapse normally occurs between 
justification	and	sanctification.
The	first	time	full	sanctifying	grace	was	ever	defined	in	an	explicit	manner	
as subsequent in time to the moment of  justifying faith appeared in the published 
works of  John and Charles Wesley’s “Hymns and Sacred Poems in 1739. One of  the 
hymns was entitled “JustiFied but not SanctiFied.”67 In their preface to the London 
edition of  “Hymns and Sacred Poems” (1740), the Wesley brothers said “we know, 
a cloud of  witnesses, who have received in one moment, either a clear sense of  the 
forgiveness of  their sins, or the abiding witness of  the Holy Spirit,” but they said 
they did not know “a single instance” where anyone ever received both at the same 
time—forgiveness of  sins and the abiding witness of  the Spirit (= “a clean heart”).68
      Immediately following this observation, the Wesley brothers explained 
their	first-ever	understanding	of 	the	order	of 	salvation	describing	the	transition	from	
justification	to	sanctification:	“Indeed	how	God	may work we cannot tell. But the 
general manner where he does work is this… Those who once trusted in themselves” 
and “see the wrath of  God hanging over their heads” will “cry unto the Lord, and 
he	shows	he	hath	taken	away	their	sins.”	“Knowing	they	are	justified…	they	have	
peace	with	God.”	Following	this	moment	of 	justification,	the	Wesley	brothers	said	
“in this peace they remain for days, or weeks, or months, and commonly suppose 
they shall not know war any more, till some of  their old enemies, their bosom sins, 
or, the sin which did most easily beset them (perhaps anger or desire) assault them 
again… Then arises fear… and often doubt… their sins were forgiven… Under 
these clouds… they go mourning all the day long… But it is seldom long before their 
Lord answers for himself, sending the Holy Ghost, to comfort them, to bear witness 
continually with their spirit, that they are the children of  God.69 Being aware of  “the 
depths of  pride,” they “hunger… after a full renewal in his image, in ‘righteousness,’ 
and all true holiness. Then God… giveth them a single eye and a clean heart. He 
stamps upon them his own image and superscription. He createth them anew in 
Christ	Jesus.	He	cometh	unto	them	with	his	Son	and	blessed	Spirit,	and	fixing	his	
abode in their souls, bringeth them into the ‘rest which remaineth for the people of  
God’ [=Christian perfection].”70
The	 identification	 of 	 the	 Pentecost-bestowal	 of 	 the	 Spirit	 with	
Christian	perfection	is	affirmed	in	their	hymns,	using	such	phrases	as,	“The	Spirit	
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of 	Adoption,	“baptize	me	now	with	fire,”	“O	that	 the	Comforter	would	come,”	
“Come,	Holy	Ghost,	all	Quick’ning	fire,”	“the	indwelling	Spirit,”	etc.	In	his	journal	
for	Friday,	September	26,	1750,	Charles	Wesley	defined	“Christian	perfection,	that	
is, utter dominion over sin; constant peace, and love, and joy in the Holy Ghost; 
the full assurance of  faith, righteousness, and true holiness.”71 He once said to John 
Fletcher: “Christian perfection is nothing but the full kingdom in the Holy Ghost.”72
In a hymn in the London, 1740, edition, entitled “Groaning for the Spirit 
of 	Adoption,”	John	and	Charles	Wesley	 identified	the	Pentecost-bestowal	of 	 the	
Spirit of  adoption with Christian perfection:
O that the Comforter would come,
Nor visit, as a transient Guest,
But	fix	in	me	His	constant	Home,
And take Possession of  my Breast,
And make my Soul his lov’d Abode,
The Temple of  Indwelling God.
Come, Holy Ghost, my Heart inspire,
Attest that I am born again!
Come, and baptize me now with Fire,
Or all Thy former Gifts are vain.
I cannot rest in Sin Forgiven;
Where is the Earnest of  my Heaven!
Where Thy Indubitable Seal
That ascertains the Kingdom mine,
The Powerful stamp I long to feel,
The Signature of  Love Divine:
O shed it in my Heart abroad,
Fullness of  Love,—of  Heaven—of  God!73
John Wesley also explained this Pentecostal basis of  holiness as distinct 
from	justification	in	his	debate	with	Zinzendorf 	on	September	3,	1741	at	Gray’s	
Walk Inn in London when he argued that there was a difference between the 
justifying	faith	of 	the	disciples	before	Pentecost	and	their	entire	sanctification	after	
Pentecost	when	they	were	filled	with	the	Holy	Spirit.74 His point was the justifying 
faith	of 	the	disciples	before	Pentecost	and	the	entire	sanctification	after	Pentecost	
is a pattern for believers for all times.
In 1741, he wrote his sermon on “Christian Perfection” containing 
some of  the same emphases found in John Heylyn’s Pentecost sermon and in the 
soteriology of  Christian David. John Wesley said the possibility of  being cleansed 
from all sin and made perfect in love became a possibility for the world only when 
the Holy Spirit descended on the disciples on the day of  Pentecost. Like John 
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Heylyn, John Wesley explained “the wide difference” between a pre-Pentecost and 
Pentecost experience in terms of  sanctifying grace. 75 
Attached to this sermon is the hymn by Charles Wesley, “The Promise of  
Sanctification,”	which	highlights	the	instantaneous	sanctifying	work	of 	the	Spirit	of 	
Pentecost to occur “now.” Here are two verses:
Thy sanctifying Spirit pour 
 To quench my Thirst, and wash me clean:
Now, Father, let the Gracious Shower
 Descend, and make me pure from Sin.
Within me Thy Good Spirit place,
 Spirit of  Health, and Love, and Power,
Plant in me Thy Victorious Grace,
 And Sin shall never enter more.76
In 1742 in “The Principles of  a Methodist, John Wesley equated the 
“indwelling	of 	the	Spirit”	with	Christian	perfection,	and	not	justification.77 
In 1744, John Wesley preached before St. Mary’s Church at Oxford 
University on “Scriptural Christianity” on Acts 4:3178:	 “They	were	 all	 filled	with	
the	Holy	Ghost.”	This	was	a	 sermon	on	 sanctification	 through	being	filled	with	
the Spirit similar to the one he had heard John Heylyn preach on May 21, 1738, 
which he had called “a truly Christian sermon.” In the introduction, John Wesley 
linked the day of  Pentecost with subsequent “fresh”79	 infillings	 of 	 the	 Spirit	 in	
the	book	of 	Acts,	in	contrast	with	the	initial	moment	of 	justification.	He	said	the	
purpose	of 	being	filled	with	the	Spirit	was	“to	give	them…‘the	mind	which	was	in	
Christ’…	to	fill	 them	with	 ‘love,	 joy,	peace,	 longsuffering’…	‘to	crucify	 the	flesh	
with its affections and lusts’ [= Christian perfection].” He asked the professors: 
“Are	you	‘filled	with	the	Holy	Ghost?’	with	all	those	‘fruits	of 	the	Spirit’,	which	your	
important	office	so	indispensably	requires?	Is	your	heart	whole	with	God?	Full	of 	
love and zeal to set up his kingdom on earth?”80 
In his essay, “Farther Appeal to Men of  Reason and Religion,” (1745) 
John	Wesley	defined	“the	baptism	with	the	Spirit”	as	the	“inward	baptism”	which	
had a deeper meaning than “water baptism.” He said: “Would to God that ye 
would… ‘repent and believe the gospel!’ Not repent alone, (for then you know 
only the baptism of  John,) but believe, and be ‘baptized with the Holy Ghost and 
with	fire’…	even	till	the	love	of 	God	inflame	your	heart,	and	consume	all	your	vile	
affections!” Wesley then said the baptism with the Spirit bestows “all holiness” and 
“perfect love.”81 
In 1747 Charles Wesley wrote a Pentecost hymn which was to become 
one of  the most widely sung of  Christian hymns of  all times. The congregation 
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sang it at the Royal Wedding of  Prince William and Kate Middleton on April 29, 
2011 in Westminster Abbey. It is the best holiness hymn that Charles Wesley ever 
wrote,	affirming	that	believers	can	“suddenly”	in	an	instant	moment	through	the	
Pentecostal gift of  the Holy Spirit be empowered to love God perfectly.
 
Love Divine, all Loves excelling,
Joy of  Heaven to Earth come down,
Fix in us thy humble Dwelling,
All thy faithful Mercies crown;
Jesu, Thou art all Compassion,
Pure unbounded Love Thou art,
Visit us with thy Salvation,
Enter every trembling Heart.
Breathe, O breathe thy loving Spirit
Into every troubled Breast,
Let us all in Thee inherit,
Let	us	find	that	Second	Rest:
Take away our Power of  Sinning,
Alpha and Omega be,
End of  Faith as its Beginning,
Set our Hearts at Liberty.
Come, Almighty to deliver,
Let us all thy Life receive,
Suddenly return, and never,
Never more thy Temples leave.
Thee we would be always blessing,
Serve Thee as thy Hosts above,
Pray, and praise Thee without ceasing,
Glory in thy perfect Love.
Finish then thy New Creation,
Pure and sinless let us be,
Let us see thy great Salvation,
Perfectly restor’d in Thee;
Chang’d from Glory into Glory,
Till in Heaven we take our Place,
Till we cast our Crowns before Thee,
Lost in Wonder, Love, and Praise! 82
In 1755 Wesley said in The Explanatory Notes upon the New Testament that 
the	disciples	before	Pentecost	were	justified.	Based	on	John	14:23-27,	Wesley	said	
that “the Comforter, the Holy Ghost, whom the Father will send in my name,” 
entailed “such a large manifestation of  the Divine presence and love [Christian 
perfection],	 that	 the	 former	 in	 justification	 is	 as	 nothing	 in	 comparison	of 	 it.”83 
Continuing his commentary on this high priestly prayer of  Jesus to send the Holy 
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Spirit, John Wesley said that Jesus’s prayer in John 17:17 to “sanctify them through 
thy word” means to “perfect them in holiness.”84
In his Explanatory Notes on Acts 2:17, Wesley said that the day of  
Pentecost was not intended to be the only day of  Pentecost but rather the Spirit was 
to	be	poured	out	“upon	all	flesh.”	This	is	why	Wesley	said	the	promise,	“Ye	shall	
be baptized with the Holy Ghost,” is a promise for “all true believers to the end of  
the world.”85 This observation corresponds to what John Wesley heard Heylyn say 
in	his	Pentecost	sermon—“They	were	all	filled	with	the	Holy	Ghost’—and	so,	said	
he, may all you be.”
In his Explanatory Notes	on	Acts	2:38,	John	Wesley	defined	the	bestowal	
of  the Holy Spirit on the day of  Pentecost to mean “the constant fruits of  faith, 
even righteousness, and peace, and joy in the Holy Ghost,”86 By the “constant fruits 
of 	faith”	Wesley	elsewhere	explained	that	the	Holy	Spirit	“purifieth	the	heart	from	
every unholy desire and temper” [= Christian perfection] that “the body of  sin 
might be destroyed.87 His use of  the words “constant fruit,” “constant love, joy, and 
peace,” and “constant peace” in his sermons and journal denoted full sanctifying 
grace.88
As noted above, this connection between the baptism with the Spirit 
on the day of  Pentecost with full sanctifying grace is consistent with the same 
interpretation provided by John Heylyn in his Pentecost sermon. John Wesley also 
acknowledged	the	substantial	influence	of 	John	Heylyn’s	Theological Lectures (which 
contained his Pentecost sermon) for his Explanatory Notes upon the New Testament.89 
John Wesley clearly considered himself  in agreement with Heylyn’s theology. 
In his Explanatory Notes, Wesley noted that the Samaritan and Ephesian 
Pentecostal	reception	of 	the	Spirit	meant	their	“sanctification.”	John	Fletcher	showed	
that	 John	 Wesley	 intended	 by	 “sanctification”	 to	 mean	 “[full]	 sanctification.”90 
Indeed	as	it	is	commonly	recognized,	when	Wesley	used	the	term	“sanctification”	
he	used	it	in	the	sense	of 	entire	sanctification,	as	Harald	Lindström	has	shown.91
In “An Extract of  a Letter to the Reverend Mr. Law” in 1756, Wesley 
said: “That we ‘must be baptized with the Holy Ghost,’ implies this and no more, 
that we cannot be ‘renewed in righteousness and true holiness’ any otherwise than 
by being over-shadowed, quickened, and animated by that blessed Spirit.”92 “To 
be renewed in the image of  God in righteousness, and true holiness” is Wesley’s 
definition	of 	full	sanctification. 93
Wesley always connected the language of  “the baptism with the Holy 
Ghost,” not to justifying faith or forgiveness of  sins, but to holiness, even as he had 
connected	“the	indwelling	of 	the	Spirit”	with	perfection,	and	not	justification,	as	for	
example in his “Principles of  a Methodist” (1742).94 
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John Wesley’s Day of  Pentecost Revival
Outler pointed out that when Wesley preached in his chapels he preached 
for thirty minutes and “his constant doctrine was salvation by faith, preceded by 
repentance, and followed by holiness.”95 His journals provide frequent accounts of  
this	two-fold	emphasis	on	justification	and	sanctification,	especially	after	a	holiness	
revival spontaneously developed in 1760. Here is one account for Wednesday, 
August 4, 1762:
I rode to Liverpool, where also was such a work of  God as 
had never been known there before. We had a surprising 
congregation in the evening, and, as it seemed, all athirst for 
God…	A	little	before	I	came,	nine	were	justified	in	one	hour.	
The next morning I spoke severally with those who believed 
they	 were	 sanctified.	 They	 were	 fifty-one	 in	 all:	 twenty-one	
men, twenty-one widows or married women, and nine young 
women or children. In one of  these the change was wrought 
three	weeks	after	she	was	justified;	in	three,	seven	days	after	it;	
in	one,	five	days;	 and	 in	Sus[annah]	Lutwich,	 aged	 fourteen,	
two days only. I asked Hannah Blakeley, aged eleven, “What 
do you want now?” She said, with amazing energy, the tears 
running down her cheeks, “Nothing in this world; nothing but 
more of  my Jesus!”96
John Wesley described this holiness revival in October 28, 1762 in terms 
of  a new Pentecost: 
Many years ago my brother [Charles] frequently said, ‘Your 
day of  Pentecost is not fully come. But I doubt not it will, 
and	you	will	 then	hear	of 	persons	sanctified	as	frequently	as	
you	do	now	of 	persons	justified.’	Any	unprejudiced	reader	may	
observe that it was now fully come. And accordingly, we did 
hear	of 	persons	sanctified	in	London	and	most	other	parts	of 	
England, and in Dublin and many other parts of  Ireland, as 
frequently	 as	of 	persons	 justified,	 although	 instances	of 	 the	
latter were far more frequent than they had been for twenty 
years before.97
John Fletcher’s Attempt to make John Wesley Consistent with His Own 
Theology of  Pentecost
In 1770 the link between Pentecost and holiness became a theme of  
special importance for John Wesley’s designated successor, John Fletcher, but in 
private correspondence with Joseph Benson (his understudy) Fletcher noted 
John	Wesley	had	apparently	recently	modified	some	of 	his	language	for	Christian	
perfection. Fletcher did not want anyone else to see this private letter—except 
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he would allow Charles Wesley to see it. John Fletcher was disappointed that 
John Wesley seemed to be allowing phrases such as, seal of  the Spirit, Spirit of  
adoption, and baptism with the Spirit being used to describe justifying faith instead 
of  Christian perfection.98 John Wesley communicated this shift in his thinking to 
Joseph Benson, suggesting that Benson read his later sermons, “Sin in Believers” 
and “The Repentance of  Believers.”99 Benson had written an essay, “The Baptism 
of  the Holy Ghost,” which John Wesley found objectionable and hence his letter 
of  caution to Benson.100
It is apparent in part why this shift came in Wesley’s theology because 
he was worried that the work of  the Spirit in justifying faith would be minimized, 
especially	 following	 the	 holiness	 revival	 when	 so	 many	 were	 being	 sanctified	
subsequently to justifying faith. Wesley had once expressed his concern about 
“depreciating	justification,	in	order	to	exalt	the	state	of 	full	sanctification?”101 John 
Fletcher began immediately to write two treatises on this topic, An Equal Check 
to Antinomianism and The Last Check to Antinomianism. His hope, as he explained it 
to Charles Wesley, would be to make John Wesley consistent in his theology of  
holiness.102	When	Fletcher’s	first	treatise	was	given	to	John	Wesley	for	his	editing	
and corrections, he found it convincing, saying Fletcher’s doctrine of  dispensations, 
which ended with the baptism of  the Spirit coming on the day of  Pentecost, was 
the best explanation ever given, saying that “God has raised him up for this very 
thing.”103 
His second treatise on Christian perfection further developed and 
emphasized the link between the baptism with the Spirit and Christian perfection. 
When this second treatise was still in manuscript form in 1775, John Wesley did 
his usual editing and correcting of  Fletcher’s writings. After reading it, John Wesley 
told him there was “a slight difference” between them on the use of  the phrase, 
receiving the Spirit, for Christian perfection. 
It seems our views of  Christian Perfection are a little different, 
though not opposite. It is certain every babe in Christ has 
received the Holy Ghost, and the Spirit witnesses with his spirit 
that he is a child of  God. But he has not obtained Christian 
perfection. Perhaps you have not considered St. John’s 
threefold distinction of  Christian believers: little children, 
young men, and fathers. All of  these had received the Holy 
Ghost; but only the fathers were perfected in love.104
Fletcher	made	the	requested	change	and	defined	Christian	perfection	to	
mean the Spirit “is received in its fullness,” 105 John Wesley then said to Fletcher that 
he did not now perceive there is any difference between them. 106 In this treatise, 
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Fletcher linked the baptism with the Spirit to Christian perfection numerous times 
without one word of  disagreement from John Wesley. John Wesley said Fletcher had 
written with more clear understanding on this theme of  “pardon and holiness” than 
“scarcely any one has done before since the Apostles.”107 Using Peter’s description 
of  Jesus in Acts 2:24, Wesley says of  Fletcher that God “raised him up” to make 
the idea of  the history of  salvation culminating in the coming of  the Holy Spirit 
on the day of  Pentecost clearer than it ever had been previously understood in 
the history of  the Church.108 Wesley noted that Fletcher’s intellectual abilities were 
superior to anyone whom he knew.109 Wesley admired “the purity of  the language, 
“the strength and clearness of  the argument,” and “the mildness and sweetness of  
the	spirit”	which	typified	Fletcher’s	writings.110 Wesley never said one negative word 
about Fletcher’s published writings, only praise. 
Whatever differences might have existed privately between John Wesley 
and Fletcher in the 1760s, it is clear that they were resolved, so that in 1777, Fletcher 
said:	“My	friend	[John	Wesley]…	chiefly	rests	the	doctrine	of 	Christian	perfection	
on being baptized and filled with the Spirit,” noting “this is Mr. Wesley’s sentiment.”111 
An indication of  Wesley’s agreement with Fletcher is that he allowed Fletcher’s 
frequent use of  the phrase “the baptism with the Spirit” to remain in his manuscript 
before	it	was	published	and	he	affirmed	the	treatise	without	a	word	of 	disagreement,	
which is altogether unlike Wesley if  he disagreed. 
As mentioned above, John Wesley had noted the slight difference between 
them about babes in Christ, young men, and fathers in the early draft of  Fletcher’s 
manuscript on Christian perfection. John Wesley wanted to make sure the work of  
the Holy Spirit was linked to babes in Christ and young men, although only fathers were 
perfected in love. Shortly after John Wesley published this manuscript for Fletcher, 
he sent a letter to Fletcher indicating his agreement that Pentecost ought to be 
linked primarily to those who were perfected in love: “The generality of  believers 
in our Church (yea, and in the Church of  Corinth, Ephesus, and the rest, even in 
the Apostolic age) are certainly no more than babes in Christ; not young men, and 
much less fathers. But we have some [fathers], and we should certainly pray and 
expect that our Pentecost may fully come [when there will be many fathers].”112 This 
link between perfect love and Pentecost is precisely the point that Fletcher made in 
his treatise with Wesley’s approval.
Wesley’s	later	sermons	also	confirmed	that	John	Wesley	had	re-asserted	
his earlier views about the Pentecostal basis of  Christian perfection, as we shall see 
below. 
Charles Wesley, along with John Wesley, edited Fletcher’s writings, and 
Charles volunteered to proofread the copy text once the printer had set it up.113 
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Fletcher and Charles were very dear friends, and when Fletcher was writing his 
treatise on Christian perfection, he exchanged numerous letters with Charles, 
seeking his advice. In one letter, Fletcher said to Charles that he was attempting 
to make his brother John altogether consistent in his statements about the relation 
between the baptism with the Spirit and Christian perfection, and to bring his 
brother into full agreement with Charles’s Pentecost hymns.114 In another letter, he 
encouraged Charles to have another Pentecost day like the original one he had on 
May 21, 1738, noting that there were several Pentecost days in the book of  Acts. 
Such repetitions of  Pentecost, he said, would establish within the believer the habit 
of  Christian perfection.115 The friendship between Fletcher and Charles was deep, 
and Charles fully approved of  Fletcher’s writings. He once said to him: “You have 
had my imprimatur from the beginning.”116
So impressed was John Wesley with Fletcher that he offered to make him 
an equal partner as the co-leader of  Methodism, or he said he would be willing to 
serve under Fletcher.117 He also urged him on several occasions at least to be willing 
to be his successor. Fletcher chose to remain as the Vicar of  Madeley, Church of  
England, but this afforded him the opportunity to write many books explaining 
John and Charles Wesley’s doctrine of  holiness and universal grace. 
Ever since Fletcher’s treatise on Christian perfection, which prominently 
highlighted	the	baptism	with	the	Spirit	as	the	means	of 	entire	sanctification,	this	
connection became standard Methodist doctrine. Here is a typical understanding 
of  this connection:
Should you ask, how many baptisms, or effusions of  the 
sanctifying Spirit are necessary to cleanse a believer from all 
sin, and to kindle his soul into perfect love: I reply that the 
effect of  a sanctifying truth depending upon the ardour of  the 
faith with which that truth is embraced, and upon the power 
of  the Spirit with which it is applied, I should betray a want 
of  modesty, if  I brought the operations of  the Holy Ghost, 
and the energy of  faith, under a rule which is not expressly 
laid down in the Scriptures… If  one powerful baptism of  
the Spirit seal you unto the day of  redemption, and cleanse you from 
all [moral] filthiness, so much the better. If  two, or more be 
necessary, the Lord can repeat them.118 
In 1781, John Wesley published an essay in The Arminian Magazine 
entitled, ”Thoughts on Christian Perfection” written by one of  his most promising 
young scholars, Joseph Benson, who would also become the president of  the British 
Methodist Conference on two separate occasions after Wesley’s death. The purpose 
of  this essay was to encourage those who had been perfected in love to continue 
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to grow yet more and more in love. With Wesley’s approval which he published, 
Benson wrote: “God may, and . . . does, instantaneously so baptize a soul with the Holy 
Ghost	and	with	fire,	as	to	purify	it	from	all	dross,	and	refine	it	like	gold,	so	that	it	is	
renewed in love, in pure and perfect love.”119
In his sermon “On Zeal” preached on May 6, 1781, John Wesley said, 
“the descent of  the Holy Ghost on the day of  Pentecost” meant “the love of  
God…	which	 fills	 the	 whole	 heart,	 and	 reigns	 without	 a	 rival.”	 It	means	 “love	
enthroned in the heart” and one possesses “all holy tempers.” 120
On June 3, 1781 (Pentecost Sunday), John Wesley wrote in his journal: 
“I	preached	on	 ‘They	were	 all	 filled	with	 the	Holy	Ghost;’	 and	 showed	 in	what	
sense this belongs to us and our children.” The phrase, “to us and our children,” 
is a paraphrase of  Acts 2:39 where Peter says the Pentecostal gift of  the Spirit 
is “to you and your children,”121 showing that Wesley believed that Pentecost 
should be personalized for everyone today. Wesley’s “later preaching was primarily 
extempore,”122	and	this	sermon	on	being	filled	with	the	Spirit	was	one	of 	them.	
Two months after Wesley had preached this Pentecost sermon on 
being	“filled	with	the	Spirit,”	Fletcher	preached	on	the	same	theme	at	 the	Leeds	
Conference with Wesley’s full commendation. On Wednesday, August 8, 1781, 
Wesley wrote: “I desired Mr. Fletcher to preach. I do not wonder he should be so 
popular, not only because he preaches with all his might, but because the power of  
God attends both his preaching and prayer.”123 From a letter written by John Pescod 
to his wife, and who was one of  Wesley’s preachers attending this conference, we 
know the subject of  this sermon was holiness and the baptism of  the Holy Spirit.124 
Outler says that John Wesley published an untitled sermon in July and 
August 1783, in the Arminian Magazine  (“The General Spread of  the Gospel”), 
with the text transposed (Isaiah 11:9 was printed as Isaiah 9:11).125 This sermon 
was an extension of  his earlier sermon on “Scriptural Christianity” (1744). He said 
that the kingdom of  God is now being realized in the world in an unprecedented 
fashion through the holiness preaching of  Methodism. He cited the Old Testament 
promise concerning the restoration of  the kingdom of  Israel. He said this promise 
of  the restored kingdom of  God refers to the “experimental knowledge and love 
of  God, of  inward and outward holiness.”126	He	observed	that	the	initial	fulfillment	
of  this Old Testament promise came on the day of  Pentecost when the disciples 
were	“filled	with	the	Holy	Spirit.”	Their	lives	were	characterized	by	“gladness	and	
singleness of  heart,” and being “all of  one heart and of  one soul.” Pentecost was 
the	fulfillment	of 	the	promise	that	God	would	circumcise	the	hearts	of 	his	people	
to enable them to love God perfectly.127	John	Wesley	identified	the	Methodist	revival	
as “only the beginning of  a far greater work; the dawn of  ‘the latter day glory,’”128 
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which will lead to “the grand ‘Pentecost’”129 which will spread to the whole world 
so that “all the inhabitants of  the earth” will “receive those glorious promises made 
to the Christian Church.”130
Wesley	identified	the	earliest	beginning	of 	this	“grand	Pentecost”	with	his	
group of  Oxford Methodists. He predicted (“prophesied”) that this reign of  Christ 
in his kingdom on the earth will occur because of  “the grand stumbling-block being 
thus happily removed out of  the way, namely, the lives of  the Christians.” As a result 
of 	Christians	being	filled	with	the	Holy	Spirit	and	reflecting	the	 image	of 	Christ	
by their love for God and for each other, their witness will catch the attention of  
everyone because “their words will be clothed with divine energy, attended with the 
demonstration of  the Spirit and of  power” and those who “fear God will soon take 
knowledge of  the Spirit whereby the Christians speak.”131
This	“grand	‘Pentecost’”	means	the	final	fulfillment	of 	the	first	Pentecost.	
It	means	the	kingdom	of 	God,	first	contained	in	God’s	promise	to	Abraham	that	his	
children will form an everlasting kingdom, is becoming an actuality. It is a kingdom 
of  the heart, of  “righteousness, peace, and joy in the Holy Ghost.”132 What Wesley 
describes here is not a reference to heaven, but to a time on this earth when the 
Pentecostal outpouring of  the Holy Spirit will perfect all believers in God’s love. 
Wesley concluded his sermon with this prophecy:
All unprejudiced persons may see with their eyes that he is 
already renewing the face of  the earth. And we have strong 
reason to hope that the work he hath begun, he will carry on 
unto the day of  his Lord Jesus, that he will never intermit this 
blessed	work	of 	his	Spirit	until	he	has	fulfilled	all	his	promises:	
until	he	hath	put	a	period	to	sin	and	misery,	and	infirmity,	and	
death; and re-established universal holiness and happiness, 
caused all the inhabitants of  the earth to sing together, 
“Hallelujah! The Lord God omnipotent reigneth!” “Blessing, 
and glory, and wisdom, and honour, and power, and might be 
unto our God for ever and ever!”133
After her husband’s death, Mary Bosanquet Fletcher occasionally 
preached with John Wesley at designated locations. In one of  her sermons, she 
referred to this sermon, calling her hearers to experience a personal Pentecost 
before there could be a “grand Pentecost.” If  Charles Wesley had expected a day of  
Pentecost	among	the	Methodists	when	many	would	be	sanctified	(as	noted	above),	
and if  John Wesley had predicted a grand Pentecost when the whole world would 
come to love God with a perfect heart, Mary Bosanquet Fletcher (who was a like a 
daughter to John Wesley) reminded her hearers that such a revival must start with 
individuals before it would spread to the world. She said: “We often talk of  the time 
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when righteousness is to overspread the earth, but this millennium must overspread our 
own hearts, if  we would see the face of  God with joy.” This millennium, she said, 
must begin with a personal Pentecost and with a personal entrance into the “spiritual 
Canaan [of  perfect love], that baptism of  the Spirit, to which every believer is expressly 
called.”134 This call for believers to have a personal Pentecost corresponds to what 
John Wesley said to Fletcher about the hope for a Pentecost when there would be 
many “fathers” perfected in love (as noted above).
One month after preaching this sermon on “The General Spread of  
the Gospel,” John Wesley published another sermon entitled, “The Mystery of  
Iniquity.” He said before Pentecost the believers were few in number (only 120) and 
they were “imperfectly healed.” He said: “How exceeding small was the number 
of  those whose souls were healed by the Son of  God himself  [before Pentecost]! 
‘When Peter stood up in the midst of  them, the number of  names were about a 
hundred and twenty’ (Acts 1:15). And even these were but imperfectly healed; the 
chief  of  them being a little before so weak in faith that, though they did not, like 
Peter,	forswear	their	Master,	yet	‘they	all	forsook	him	and	fled’:	A	plain	proof 	that	
the	sanctifying	‘Spirit	was	not’	then	‘given,’	because	‘Jesus	was	not	glorified.’	” 135 
John Wesley Preached on the Baptism with the Spirit
As noted above, John Fletcher preached on the baptism with the Spirit at 
John Wesley’s annual conference in 1781. In 1783 Adam Clarke heard John Wesley 
preach on “the baptism with the Holy Spirit” at the conference at Bristol. According 
to Clarke’s autobiography, while he was attending the Bristol conference, early 
in the morning on August 3, 1783, he heard “Mr. Bradburn preach on Christian 
perfection, from I John iv.19.” Then at 10:00 a.m. he heard Wesley preach on the 
text from Acts. 1:5, “Ye shall be baptized with the Holy Ghost.” Again later on 
during the day, he heard Wesley preach on the text, “Let us go on to perfection,” 
(Heb. 6:1).136 It was to be expected that the conference sermons would highlight 
Christian perfection, which was the distinctive doctrine of  Methodism. 
Clarke further noted that when Wesley came into his district of  Norwich 
in October 1783, he again heard Wesley preach a sermon on the text, “They were all 
baptized with the Holy Ghost.”137 Within the space of  a few months, Clarke heard 
Wesley preach two sermons on the baptism with the Holy Ghost. 
In his autobiography, Clarke said for “most of  these sermons” that 
Wesley preached during October 1783 he had “preserved either the skeletons, or the 
leading thoughts.”138 I have been unable to locate these notes among Adam Clarke’s 
archival collections at Duke University Library or the John Rylands University 
Library, but it is clear enough what the content of  his sermon would have been 
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based on his earlier statement about the baptism with the Spirit. As noted above, in 
“Farther	Appeal	to	Men	of 	Reason	and	Religion,”	(1745),	he	defined	the	baptism	
of 	the	Spirit	as	distinct	from	repentance	as	signified	in	water	baptism,	linking	the	
baptism of  the Spirit with “all holiness” and “perfect love.” In 1781, John Wesley 
published	Benson’s	essay	on	Christian	perfection	affirming	that	“God	may,	and…	
does,	 instantaneously	 so	baptize	a	 soul	with	 the	Holy	Ghost	and	with	fire,	as	 to	
purify	 it	 from	 all	 dross,	 and	 refine	 it	 like	 gold,	 so	 that	 it	 is	 renewed	 in	 love,	 in	
pure and perfect love.” He approved Fletcher’s treatise on Christian perfection, 
saying that he perceived no difference in their theology after Fletcher had made the 
recommended	changes	allowing	that	justified	believers	had	already	received	the	Spirit	
in some measure. This essay used the phrase, baptism with the Spirit, on numerous 
occasions as the means of  Christian perfection with John Wesley’s approval. Wesley 
said to Fletcher on March 22, 1775, “I know not whether your last tract [The Last 
Check where Fletcher featured Christian perfection as received through the baptism 
with the Holy Spirit] was not as convincing as anything you have written.”139 Shortly 
after John Wesley published this treatise for Fletcher in London using his printer R. 
Hawes (City Road, Chapel: R. Hawes, 1775).140	John	Wesley	affirmed	in	a	letter	to	
John Fletcher that Pentecost should be linked to those who have been made perfect 
in love (as noted above). The Wesley brothers reprinted this volume in 1783 with a 
note that it was “sold at the New-Chapel, and at Mr. Wesley’s preaching-houses.”141 
John Wesley’s widespread circulation of  Fletcher’s treatise on Christian perfection 
also shows that John Wesley approved Fletcher’s link of  Christian perfection with 
the baptism with the Spirit.  We also know that Adam Clarke used the language of  
the baptism with the Spirit for Christian perfection.142 If  John Wesley disagreed with 
this language, Adam Clarke would surely have noted it.
In 1787, Wesley said: “Some indeed have been inclined to interpret this 
[sacrament	of 	“one	baptism”]	in	a	figurative	sense,	as	if 	it	referred	to	that	baptism	
of  the Holy Ghost which the apostles received at the day of  Pentecost, and which 
in a lower degree [italics mine] is given to all believers.”143 This show that John Wesley 
wanted to insure that those “in a lower degree” (which is a phrase he consistently 
used	to	describe	those	in	a	justified	state)	are	affirmed	as	having	received	the	Holy	
Spirit in some measure, but also recognizing that the baptism of  the Spirit in the 
fullest	sense	describes	the	fully	sanctified	believer.
Wesley’s Canonical Hermeneutic
John Wesley’s assumed what is called today “canonical hermeneutics.” 
He	saw	the	New	Testament	as	the	fulfillment	of 	the	Old	Testament	promises	 in	
terms of  “typological correspondence” and “reenactment.144 This is different from 
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an allegorical method because typological correspondence assumes the real intent 
of 	the	original	Old	Testament	texts	and	sees	their	New	Testament	fulfillment	as	the	
overspill of  its original meaning. Peter’s sermon on the day of  Pentecost is a good 
example of  this canonical hermeneutic at work. He showed that the resurrection of  
Jesus from the dead is the new covenant counterpart to the Israelite crossing of  the 
Re[e]d Sea. This connection between the miraculous crossing of  the Re[e]d sea and 
Jesus’ resurrection from the dead is expressed in Peter’s words, “mighty works and 
wonders and signs” (Acts 2:22). These words always served as a traditional formula 
to designate the Exodus event (Deut. 6:20-24; 26:5-10; Joshua 24:17; Deut. 4:34; 
7:19;	11:3;	29:3;	Jer.	32:20-21;	Acts	7:36).	For	Peter,	this	formula	signified	that	the	
significance	of 	the	crossing	of 	the	Re[e]d	Sea	was	reenacted	in	Jesus’	Resurrection	
from the dead (Acts 2:22-24). Peter also equates Jesus’ Resurrection with “having 
loosed the pangs of  death” (Acts 2:24). This world “loosed” (lmsas) is related to the 
idea of  Israel’s being freed from Egyptian captivity. lmw is the root word for lmtrow 
(ransom), the word used in the Septuagint for Israel’s deliverance from Egypt. luw 
is also used in Rev. 1:5-6 as an allusion to the Exodus which serves as the paradigm 
of  Jesus’ resurrection from the dead: “to him who loves us and has freed (lmsanti) 
us from our sins by his blood [Exodus theme] and made us a kingdom [Conquest 
theme]; priests to his God and Father.” Peter thus alludes to the Israelites being set 
free from the captivity of  Egypt in describing the Resurrection of  Jesus from the 
dead as the liberating event (the new Exodus) from the bondage of  sin.
Peter also recalls the Conquest theme in alluding to the restoration of  the 
kingdom (cf. Rev. 1:50), not in the political sense that David’s kingdom would be 
literally restored in the Promised Land, but the reign of  God’s kingdom prophesied 
by	Joel	and	the	prophets	was	now	fulfilled	in	the	promised	outpouring	of 	the	Holy	
Spirit of  the exalted Christ (Acts 2:33) upon all believers. Jesus being “exalted at the 
right hand of  God” and our “having received from the Father the promise of  the 
Holy Spirit” is the new Conquest (Acts 2:33). This great thing that happened on the 
day of  Pentecost meant that the exalted Christ reigns in the hearts of  believers, not 
in a political and earthly kingdom. This means the Church is made up of  those who 
have formed a friendship (koinwnia, Acts 2:42) with God. That, after all, was the 
original thing God had planned for Abraham and his descendants. Friendship is the 
meaning	of 	sanctification;	it	is	an	affection	for	the	people	of 	God;	and	it	is	loving	
God with all the heart, mind, and soul. This is why Jesus before Pentecost had told 
his disciples that his desire was for them to be more than servant; he wanted them 
to be his friends (John 15:15). The exalted Christ reigning in the hearts of  his people 
through the indwelling Holy Spirit is the ultimate meaning of  friendship with God. 
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God’s desire for friendship with humanity is why he entered into a 
covenant with Abraham in order to give his descendants the land of  Canaan. This 
was to be a hallowed land where the Lord would be their God (Genesis 17:8). This 
Promised Land was to serve two purposes. One was to give Abraham’s descendants 
a place to live. To be a nation requires territory. Canaan was to be their establishment. 
More importantly, Canaan was to represent the place where God lived. Moses says 
Canaan is “the place, O Lord, which thou hast made for thy abode, the sanctuary, O 
Lord, which thy hands have established” (Ex. 15:17). In their wanderings through 
the wilderness, worship had been limited to the altar before the tabernacle (the tent 
of  meeting), but as Yehezkel Kaufmann put it: “When the people became rooted 
in the land, this restriction became obsolete; the sanctity of  the land overshadowed 
that of  the tent, and throughout the towns and settlements of  Israel sanctuaries 
arose.” 145 Since Canaan was the land of  the Lord, there was an absolute prohibition 
against idolatry. Idolatry might have been tolerated beyond the Jordan (Josh. 22:9-
34), but not in Canaan Land. Canaan Land was a holy place and was the dwelling 
place of  a holy God. Hence the people were to be holy. The sole condition for 
remaining	 in	 the	Land	of 	Canaan,	“a	 land	flowing	with	milk	and	honey”	 (Deut.	
6:3) was loving God with all their heart, mind, and soul. Otherwise, they would be 
driven out of  the land and the Lord “will destroy you from the face of  the land” 
(Deut 6:15).
John and Charles Wesley interpreted the land of  Canaan as a symbol of  
the Christian life of  perfect love available here and now. In his sermon on “Christian 
Perfection” (as noted above), John quoted Charles’ hymns on “The Promise of  
Sanctification,”	which	included	this	verse:
O that I now, from Sin released,
Thy Word might to the utmost prove!
Enter into the Promised Rest,
The Canaan of  Thy Perfect Love! 146
In a letter to Miss Furly, (June 11, 1757, John Wesley wrote: “The land 
flowing	with	milk	and	honey,	the	Canaan	of 	his	perfect	love,	is	open.	Believe,	and	
enter in!”
John Wesley cited Charles’ hymns in A Plain Account of  Christian Perfection 
that captures the imagery of  Canaan Land, Pentecost, and Christian perfection, 
such as “Thy sanctifying Spirit pour… and make me pure from sin,” and “Enter into 
thy promised rest, The Canaan of  thy perfect love!”147  One of  the hymns used the 
biblical reference of  the promise of  rest in the Land of  Canaan, which the Hebrew 
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writer	shows	is	only	a	prefiguration	of 	the	“rest,	which	belongs	to	the	people	of 	
God” (Hebrews 4:9). 
 
Lord, I believe a rest remain
To all Thy people known;
A rest where pure enjoyment reigns,
And Thou are loved alone.
A rest where all our soul’s desire
Is	fixed	on	things	above;
Where doubt, and pain, and fear expire,
Cast out by perfect love.
From every evil motion freed
(The Son hath made us free),
On all the powers of  hell we tread,
In glorious liberty.
Safe in the way of  life, above
Death, earth, and hell we rise;
We	find,	when	perfected in love,
Our long-sought paradise.
O that I now the rest might know,
Believe, and enter in!
Now, Saviour, now the power bestow,
And let me cease from sin!
Remove this hardness from my heart,
This unbelief remove;
To me the rest of  faith impart,
The Sabbath of  Thy love.
Come, O my Saviour, come away!
Into my soul descend!
No longer from thy creature stay,
My Author and my End.
The bless Thou hast for me prepared
No longer be delay’d;
Come, my exceeding great reward,
For	whom	I	first	was	made.
Come, Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, 
And seal me Thine abode!
Let all I am in Thee be lost;
Let all be lost in God.148
The failure to love God perfectly is what marked the downfall of  the 
kingdom of  Israel. They were driven from the Land of  Canaan because they failed to 
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love God with all their hearts, mind, and soul (Deut. 30:6). Moses had promised that 
the kingdom would be restored once they had been driven from the land because 
of  their lack of  perfect love for God, and once it was restored they would never 
be driven into exile again because their hearts would be circumcised so that they 
would be enabled to love God with all their heart, mind, and soul (Deut. 30:5-6). 
The promise of  the restored kingdom was that they would then have the “power” 
to	live	victoriously	and	so	remain	in	the	land	forever.	This	sanctification	of 	Israel	
was	the	theme	of 	the	prophets,	and	the	prophets	believed	that	their	sanctification	
would come through the gift of  the Spirit (Ezekiel 36:25-27).  Peter reported in his 
sermon that the true meaning of  the restored kingdom predicted by the Prophet 
Joel	was	now	fulfilled.
Some contemporary New Testament scholars think Pentecost is not 
about	 sanctification	or	 love	because	 the	words	 are	not	 explicitly	 used	 in	Acts	 2.	
These scholars fail to appreciate the “typological correspondence” involved in 
the	promise-fulfillment	schema	important	for	a	canonical	hermeneutics.	A	strictly	
historical-critical analysis of  the text without the larger canonical context can only 
provide an incomplete biblical exegesis. The focus of  Acts 2 on phenomena, as 
John Wesley pointed out in his sermon on “Scriptural Christianity,” is not the 
significance	of 	Pentecost	because	the	gifts	of 	the	Spirit	were	already	being	exercised	
in the earthly life of  Jesus as a sign of  his being the messiah, but rather the meaning 
of  Pentecost is the bestowal of  the whole fruit of  the Spirit and being made in the 
image	of 	Christ	through	being	filled	with	the	Spirit.	The	phenomena,	as	wind,	fire,	
and tongues, were the evidences that the restored kingdom had now occurred with 
a new place for God’s abode, not in a geographical location somewhere, but within 
believers whose hearts are circumcised by the Holy Spirit enabling them to love 
God with all their hearts and their neighbor as themselves. 
This is why John Wesley spoke about the prophetic message that God in 
the	latter	days	would	pour	out	God’s	Spirit	for	the	sanctification	of 	God’s	people.	
Thus	hath	the	Lord	fulfilled	the	things	he	spake	by	his	holy	
Prophets, which have been since the world began;—by 
Moses in particular, saying, [Deut. 30. 6]  “I will circumcise 
thine heart, and the heart of  thy seed, to love the Lord thy 
God with all thy heart, and with all thy soul,”…  and most 
remarkably by Ezekiel, in those words: ‘Then will I sprinkle 
clean water upon you, and ye shall be clean; from all your 
filthiness,	and	from	all your idols will I cleanse you. A new 
heart also will I give you, and a new spirit will I put within 
you, and cause you to walk in my statutes, and ye shall 
keep my judgments, and do them…Ye shall be my people, 
and I will be your God. I will also save you from all your 
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uncleannesses… Thus saith the Lord your God, In the day 
that I shall have cleansed you from all your iniquities… the 
heathen shall know that I the Lord build the ruined places; … 
I the Lord have spoken it, … and I will do it.’149 
Based on the promise of  the restored kingdom in Ezek. 35 26-28: “I 
will give you a new heart and put a new spirit within you; and I will remove the 
heart	of 	stone	from	your	flesh	and	give	you	a	heart	of 	flesh.	My Spirit within you 
and cause you to walk in My statutes, and you will be careful to observe My ordinances. You 
will live in the land that I gave to your forefathers; so you will be My people, 
and I will be your God,” Charles Wesley wrote in his hymn on “The Promise of  
Sanctification”:
The hatred of  my carnal mind
Out	of 	my	flesh	at	once	remove;
Give me a tender heart, resign’d,
And	pure,	and	fill’d	with	faith	and	love.
Within me thy good Spirit place,
Spirit of  health, and love, and power;
Plant in me thy victorious grace
And sin shall never enter more.
Cause me to walk in Christ my Way,
And	I	thy	statutes	shall	fulfill;
In every point thy law obey,
And perfectly perform thy will.
O that I now, from sin released,
Thy word might to the utmost prove!
Enter into the promised rest,
The Canaan of  thy perfect love! 150
The restored kingdom (which Peter said happened on the day of  
Pentecost as prophesied by Joel) is the New Israel whose heart was circumcised 
enabling them to love God perfectly and thus being permanently secured with no 
more threats of  exile, as Moses had prophesied (Deut. 30:5-6). Christian perfection 
is none other than the cleansing (circumcision) of  the heart by the Holy Spirit, 
which Peter said happened to the disciples on the day of  Pentecost in his address 
to the Jerusalem Council in Acts 15:8-9. Using the language of  Pentecost, Paul said to 
the Romans (6:1-3) “the love of  God is poured out in our hearts through the Holy 
Spirit who is given to us.” Both of  these passages show that the inner dynamic of  the 
gift of  the Spirit on the day of  Pentecost was for circumcision of  the heart issuing 
in a heart of  love.
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Asbury Seminary and Henry Clay Morrison
The Fourth Article of  Incorporation, Section D, of  Asbury Theological 
Seminary says: “It will be the object of  this Seminary to prepare and send forth a 
well-trained,	sanctified,	Spirit-filled,	evangelistic	ministry.”	The	words	“sanctified”	
and	“Spirit-filled”	are	used	interchangeably	to	denote	the	seminary’s	adherence	to	
the Wesley brothers’ theology of  Christian perfection. Henry Clay Morrison was 
the	seminary’s	founder	and	first	president.	Morrison	attended	Vanderbilt	University	
Divinity	School	when	its	dean	was	Thomas	O.	Summers	who	embraced	a	“flawless	
Orthodoxy,”151 His biographer/personal friend said that Summers “held in theology 
to the strong views of  Wesley and Fletcher concerning Christian holiness.”152 
Illustrating this commitment to traditional Wesleyan theology, Summers published 
a revised version of  The Memoir of  the Life and Ministry of  William Bramwell, who was 
one of  Wesley’s preachers and known for his piety. The baptism with the Spirit 
as	the	means	of 	entire	sanctification	was	featured	in	this	biography.	The	baptism	
with the Spirit was to become a prominent theme in Morrison’s preaching as an 
evangelist, and he may well have learned about this Pentecost emphasis from 
Thomas Summers at Vanderbilt. Some of  the language of  Morrison’s personal 
testimony to being baptized with the Spirit was similar to the testimony of  John 
Fletcher about the numbers of  times he had experienced the baptism of  the Spirit 
before	full	sanctification	had	become	a	habit	of 	his	own	life.153
Although Morrison only attended Vanderbilt for just one year 
(1874),154 he was one of  the best well-known Methodist preachers in America 
having preached in more Methodist churches than possibly any other minister.155 
For his accomplishments, Vanderbilt awarded him the honorary Doctorate of  
Divinity degree.156 Morrison was particularly known for his holiness preaching 
with an emphasis on the baptism with the Spirit. In a widely circulated pamphlet, 
Morrison	provided	 an	 account	of 	his	 testimony	of 	 entire	 sanctification,	 entitled	
“My	Pentecost.”	He	had	been	preaching	 the	doctrine	of 	entire	sanctification	for	
some	years,	but	he	himself 	desired	to	be	filled	with	the	Holy	Spirit	of 	perfect	love,	
when suddenly he was overcome with divine power. He was holding a series of  
“protracted meetings” with another minister, and as they discussed together the 
results of  the revival, Morrison exclaimed:
“Dr. Young, the power of  God is all over this hill,” and 
throwing up my hands I said, “Doctor, I feel the power of  
God here in this room right now.” At that instant the Holy 
Ghost fell upon me. I fell over on the divan utterly helpless. It 
seemed as if  a great hand had taken hold upon my heart, and 
was pulling it out of  my body. Dr. Young ran across the room 
and caught me in his arms, and called aloud, but I could not 
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answer. Several moments must have passed, when it seemed to 
me	as	if 	a	ball	of 	fire	fell	on	my	face,	the	sensation	at	my	heart	
ceased, and I cried out, “Glory to God!” Dr. Young dropped 
me,	 and	 I	walked	 the	floor	 feeling	 as	 light	 as	 a	 feather.	The	
Doctor said, “Morrison, what do you mean? You frightened 
me fearfully. I thought you were dying.” “It was the Lord 
working with me,” I answered. I had received my Pentecost. It 
was without doubt the Baptism with the Holy Ghost, and I felt 
my heart was cleansed from all sin.157
If  this emotional response sounds a bit beyond the pale, let me cite from 
John Wesley’s own journal of  a not too-dissimilar experience when he and other 
members of  the Holy Club at Oxford had assembled together in prayer at 3:00 
o’clock	in	the	morning	for	a	Watch	Night	service.	George	Whitefield	was	also	part	
of 	 this	 group.	This	was	before	Whitefield	was	 inclined	 to	Calvinism.	Whitefield	
at that time spoke of  his “love of  Christian perfection.”158 John Fletcher said that 
during	Whitefield’s	Oxford	days	with	the	Wesley	brothers	that	he	interpreted	the	
“baptism with the Spirit” as the means of  Christian perfection, but in his post-
Oxford days he did not.159	Fletcher	knew	Whitefield	very	well,	 as	he	once	asked	
Fletcher to be his curate.160 It is important to be aware of  this personal information 
about	 Whitefield,	 as	 we	 will	 examine	 what	 happened	 during	 this	 Watch	 Night	
service. It is also to be aware that this service was only three months after John 
Wesley had returned from Herrnhut where he was encouraged to speak explicitly 
of  Christian perfection in Pentecostal terms.
This service occurred on January 1, 1739. Here is what Wesley recorded 
in his journal:
Mr.	 Hall,	 Kinchin,	 Ingham,	 Whitefield,	 Hutchins,	 and	 my	
brother Charles were present at our love-feast in Fetter-Lane, 
with about sixty of  our brethren. About three in the morning, 
as we were continuing instant in prayer, the power of  God 
came mightily upon us, insomuch that many cried out for 
exceeding joy, and many fell to the ground. As soon as we were 
recovered a little from that awe and amazement at the presence 
of  his Majesty, we broke out with one voice, “We praise thee, 
O God; we acknowledge thee to be the Lord.”161
Whitefield	 also	 recorded	 this	 event	 in	 his	 journal.	 He	 said:	 “It	 was	
a Pentecost season indeed.” He said: “Sometimes whole nights were spent in 
prayer.	Often	have	we	been	filled	as	with	new	wine.	And	often	have	I	seen	them	
overwhelmed with the Divine Presence, and crying out, ‘Will God, indeed, dwell 
with men upon earth! —How dreadful is this place! —This is no other than the 
house of  God, and the gate of  Heaven!’”162
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About	 a	 month	 later,	 John	 Wesley	 said	 to	 George	 Whitefield:	 “The	
society at Mr. Crouch’s does not meet till eight; so that I expound before I go to 
him	near	St.	James	Square,	where	one	woman	has	been	lately	filled	with	the	Holy	
Ghost,	and	overflows	with	joy	and	love.”163	John	Wesley’s	and	George	Whitefield’s	
description of  their Fetter Lane experience as a “Pentecost season” of  “exceeding 
joy,” “amazement at the presence of  his Majesty,” and “overwhelmed with the 
Divine Presence,” corresponds with Wesley’s report of  the woman in one of  those 
meetings	who	was	“filled	with	the	Holy	Ghost,	and	overflows	with	joy	and	love	[=	
Christian perfection].”
Putting these accounts together in context, this Fetter Lane experience 
would surely seem to be one of  those instances that Fletcher was talking about 
when he asked “how many “baptisms, or effusions of  the sanctifying Spirit are 
necessary to cleanse a believer from all sin?... If  one powerful baptism of  the Spirit 
‘seal	you	unto	the	day	of 	redemption,	and	cleanse	you	from	all	[moral]	filthiness,’	so	
much the better. If  two or more be necessary, the Lord can repeat them.” Fletcher 
believed that Charles and John Wesley’s initial conversion experiences were one of  
those	moments	of 	entire	sanctification	that	needed	to	be	repeated	again	and	again.	
Here is what Fletcher said to Charles Wesley: 
But new baptisms are necessary from time to time. Compare 
Acts 2 and Acts 4. The more the magnet rubs the needle the 
more magnetized it becomes. Why did you not follow the Lord 
for another Baptism, and by his Spirit dwelling within you, when 
he once gave you an earnest of  that happy day of  Pentecost 
that you have not forgotten? Well then, Jonah, sleeper, why do 
you not cry to your God for the Spirit of  Resurrection and 
of  life which must enter again in the witnesses who are dead, 
or sleeping [an allusion to Charles’ sermon, “Awake thou, that 
Sleepeth].”164
The E. S. J. School of  World Mission and Evangelism and E. Stanley Jones
E. Stanley Jones is not an unknown name in our midst, but I suspect that 
we have paid too little attention to his preaching on the baptism with the Spirit. 
President	 Emeritus	 Maxie	 Dunnam	 testified	 once	 in	 Estes	 Chapel	 of 	 his	 own	
moment	of 	sanctification	through	the	baptism	with	the	Spirit	while	attending	one	
of  E. Stanley Jones’ Ashram meetings. The late Professor Emeritus E. Stanley Jones 
Professor of  Mission, J. T. Seamands, was one of  two other persons along with E. 
Stanley Jones who served on the executive committee of  the Ashram movement.165
When I was a student at both Asbury institutions, I heard E. Stanley 
Jones on several occasions preach on this theme. This subject is accentuated in his 
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devotional books, which my wife and I read daily. His testimony of  his sanctifying 
experience occurs in his autobiography, A Song of  Ascents. He was reading the classic 
book on the Wesleyan doctrine of  holiness, The Christian Secret of  a Happy Life, by 
Hannah	Whitall	 Smith	 “when	 suddenly	 I	was	filled—filled	with	 the	Holy	 Spirit.	
Wave	after	wave	of 	the	Spirit	seemed	to	be	going	through	me	as	a	cleansing	fire.	
I	could	only	walk	the	floor	with	the	tears	of 	joy	flowing	down	my	cheeks.	I	could	
do nothing but praise him—and did. I knew this was no passing emotion; the Holy 
Spirit had come to abide with me forever.”166 Jones writes: “The Holy Spirit brought 
me purity, and he brought me power, for he brought me himself. I need and want 
no more.” “He on whom you see the Spirit descend and remain [Pattern], this is 
he who baptizes with the Holy Spirit [Giver].” (John 1:33, RSV). So Jesus is not 
only the Giver of  the Holy Spirit; he is the pattern of  the gift. If  you surrender to 
the Holy Spirit, he will make you into his image, a Christ-like type of  person.”167 
Jones believed that “Modern Christianity… lacks power and it lacks full conviction 
because it lacks the Holy Spirit.”168 
Concluding Comment
Without the baptism with the Spirit renewing us in righteousness and true 
holiness, then the doctrine of  Christian perfection may be reduced to a “speculative, 
notional, airy shadow, which lives in the head, not in the heart,” as John Wesley 
complained of  William Law’s will mysticism. Only the Pentecostal power of  the 
Holy Spirit of  Christ can enable us to love God with all our hearts and our neighbor 
as ourselves and to evangelize the world so that righteousness will cover the earth as 
waters cover the sea.  Henry Clay Morrison and E. Stanley Jones felt the optimism 
of  world mission and evangelism because they believed in the baptism with the 
Holy Spirit.  May the optimism of  the sanctifying power of  the Holy Spirit of  these 
two patriarchs continue to inspire the mission of  Asbury Theological Seminary.
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Seeing Lakota Christian Mission History Through the Eyes of  John 
Wesley’s Image of  God
Abstract 
This paper engages John Wesley’s understanding of  the Imago Dei (the image of  
God) and examines the history of  Christian mission among the Native American1 
tribes, particularly Lakota2 on Rosebud Reservation and Pine Ridge Reservation 
in South Dakota. Wesley’s view of  the image of  God in creation, partial loss of  
the image of  God, and restoration of  the image of  God in Jesus Christ provides 
a framework to describe both the successes and failures in Lakota mission history. 
Wesley’s understanding of  the Imago Dei challenges current mission theology and 
praxis to see God’s creation and peoples as worthy of  honor and love, redeemable 
and restorable in the new creation.
Keywords: Image of  God, Lakota, mission, John Wesley, creation
Susangeline Y. Patrick is a PhD candidate in Intercultural Studies at Asbury 
Seminary and an adjunct professor in History of  Christianity via Portland 
Evangelical Seminary (Oregon) and Tyndale Seminary (Canada). Her academic 
focus is on the visual communication of  the Gospel in Christian mission history, 
particularly Asian Christianity and issues concerning the First Nations/Indigenous 
peoples of  North America.  
patrick: seeing lakota christian mission   51
Introduction
The year 1492 marked a different chapter of  history. For the Portuguese, 
Spanish, French, and English, it was a landmark of  great discovery and exploration 
of  the “unknown” world; and for the Indigenous peoples of  the Americas who 
were	the	first	people	of 	the	“turtle	 land,”	 it	was	a	turning	point	of 	their	history.	
Fergus Bordewich describes the Indigenous North American-European contact 
and its impact on history,
In essential ways, both Indians and whites see their common 
past as apocalypse, as a story shaped crucially by violence, 
competing martyrdoms, and the collision of  irreconcilable 
opposites. But there the similarity ends. Few other Americans, 
perhaps none, have been so reshaped and so crippled by the 
events of  the past, and at the same time so distorted in the 
national vision by myth and illusion. In a nation that is so 
often impatient with history, Indians are still often dominated 
by	it	in	a	deep,	visceral	way	that	others	find	difficult	to	grasp	
(Bordewich 1996: 29-30). 
For	more	than	five	hundred	years,	Christian	mission	among	Indigenous	
North Americans was said to be in close companionship with colonialism. Its 
militant	 conquest	 of 	 Christianization	 and	 influence	 on	 European	 civilization	
forever	changed	 the	 landscape	of 	 the	Americas.	 Its	 influence	 is	 still	 seen	among	
the Indigenous people in North America today. The negative reactions toward the 
Eurocentric version of  Christianity are evident among some Indigenous peoples. 
What type of  Christian mission was done among the Native American people? How 
did the Native American people see God and themselves prior to their European 
contact? How did the European missionaries perceive the Native American people 
and vice versa? How did the European missionaries and the Native American 
believers see God and their relation to each other, to other creatures, and to the 
land of  the Americas? Among these questions, one particular question puzzled me 
the	most:	how	did	the	history	of 	Native	American	mission	reflect	on	the	image	of 	
God? I would like to look at the general scope of  Christian mission among Native 
Americans, but give particular attention to the Lakota people. 
Why John Wesley? The young John Wesley set out to come to America 
preaching to the American Indians.3 Although his trip to Georgia was short-lived, 
he continued to develop his understanding of  the image of  God after his Aldersgate 
experience. Unlike most of  the people at his time who perceived of  the American 
Indians as “savages,” his concept of  the image of  God generally surpassed others, 
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because of  his holistic understanding that was faithful to the Bible and the heart of  
Christian mission. 
While Western Christian tradition focuses on the doctrine of  sin and 
underplays the doctrine of  creation and incarnation, Eastern Church tradition 
emphasizes creation, incarnation, and new creation, and often underplays the 
doctrine of  sin and the importance of  social justice. John Wesley combines the 
strength of  both traditions in his understanding of  the plan of  salvation. Wesley 
gives this account, “...’God created man [humankind] upright; in the image of  
God created he him; but man found out to himself  many inventions.’ Abusing the 
liberty wherewith he was endowed, he rebelled against his Creator, and willfully 
changed the image of  the incorruptible God into sin, misery, and corruption. Yet 
his merciful, though rejected, Creator would not forsake even the depraved work 
of  his own hands, but provided for him, and offered to him a means of  being 
‘renewed after the image of  him that created him’”(Welsey, Outler, Heitzenrater, 
1991: 14). Wesley’s understanding of  the image of  God is threefold: the natural 
image, the moral image, and also the political image. In this paper, I would like to 
use John Wesley’s concept of  the image of  God as an approach and a measurement 
of  European Christian mission and the Native Christian believers’ mission among 
the Lakota people. 
This research not only concerns what happened in the past, but it also 
relates to the present situation of  non-Lakota and Lakota Christian mission to the 
Lakota on Pine Ridge reservation, Rosebud reservation, and beyond. Do Lakota 
Christians have to completely deny their traditional culture to be a legitimized 
Christian? Some Lakota Christians continue to practice both traditional religions 
and Christianity with little critique or discernment; some utterly reject traditional 
religious practices such as the sweat lodge, Sundance, powwow, etc. The issue is 
a	complex	one,	because	after	five	hundred	years	of 	Christian	missions,	 there	are	
various attitudes and practices among Lakota Christians, including denominational 
differences on the doctrine of  redemption. However, there is still a great need of  
de-colonialization in restoring Lakota Christian identity. It is hopeful because there 
have been many indigenous Native American followers of  Jesus breaking away 
from	the	residual	influence	of 	colonialism.	They	are	on	the	good	road	of 	recovering	
their relations with Euro-Americans and dealing with the brokenness and loss of  
their ancestral land. They are in the process of  restoring the image of  God as 
Lakota people who are valued and treasured by God, the Creator. The Christian 
mission to Lakota people must abandon the harmful ways of  doing Christian 
mission and listen to what Lakota theologians, elders, and leaders’ voices have to 
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say. The Lakota Christian mission is on the journey of  restoration from colonialism 
and its consequences.
	The	present	situation	is	by	no	means	separated	from	a	horrific	past	that	
Lakota people on the reservations daily experience. The purpose of  the research is 
to theologize about the different stages of  the image of  God in Lakota Christian 
mission and repaint a new image of  God for the purpose of  the restoration of  
the image of  God. My own intention is to search for the emic views and to pay 
attention to etic descriptions of  Lakota mission as well. Through the lens of  various 
dimensions of  John Wesley’s understanding of  the image of  God, I will explore the 
past, present, and envision a future for Lakota Christian mission. 
I. Image of  God in Creation
The Creation story in Genesis provides the foundation for human value 
and worth. The image of  God is not only an essential value system for humanity; it 
is also the source of  values for the rest of  creation prior to human existence. After 
all, human beings were not created out of  a vacuum, but are made and located in 
a	specific	context.	Human	beings,	 their	environment,	and	other	creatures	existed	
in harmony under the care of  the Triune God. John Wesley points out the original 
perfection	of 	humankind	being	created	by	God.	He	pictures	human	beings’	first	
resemblance of  God in intellectual knowledge, will, and affections, namely love. 
Wesley	(1991:	15)	states,	“Love	filled	the	whole	expansion	of 	his	soul;	it	possessed	
him without a rival. Every moment of  his heart was love; it knew no other fervour. 
Love was his vital heat; it was the genial warmth that animated his whole frame.” 
John Wesley deeply believed that humans made in the image of  God possessed the 
capability of  responding to the grace of  God that is already present in their lives. 
Howard Snyder interprets the creation of  man and woman in the divine image as 
the reason they are, in Wesley’s words, ‘’capable of  God’’--another phrase which 
recurs repeatedly in the sermon The General Deliverance.4
Wesley’s understanding of  the image of  God celebrates human 
distinctiveness as well as human “sameness.” However, the “sameness” does not 
diminish the uniqueness of  human beings. Randy Woodley connects ethnicity with 
the Creator’s design. He states, “Each race offers its own special beauty... Each 
ethnic group displays the wonderful gifts with which the Creator has endowed them. 
As we look in nature we see so many great things which amplify God’s creativity and 
design” (Woodley 2000: xvii). Woodley (2000: xvii) understands that the diversity of  
human ethnicity is God’s intention in creation; “The very fact that we are human 
beings made in God’s image explains why diversity is essential.”
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The imprint of  the image of  God is not only in human beings, but it is 
reflected	 in	God’s	creation,	 the	created	order	and	 the	perfect	 state	of 	 the	whole	
creation in relation to God and with one another. Thus creation plays a key role 
in pointing to its Creator, the Triune God, and bears witness for human beings to 
turn to God. Wesley’s emphasis on the wisdom of  God in creation echoes, “The 
heavens	declare	the	glory	of 	God;	and	the	firmament	showeth	his	handiwork,”5 and 
“For since the creation of  the world, God’s invisible qualities--his eternal power 
and divine nature-- have been clearly seen, being understood from what has been 
made, so that men [human beings] are without excuse.”6 In John Wesley’s sermon 
The Wisdom of  God in Councils, he points out that,
 Now the wisdom, as well as the power of  God, is abundantly 
manifested in his creation; in the formation and arrangement 
of  all his works, in heaven above and in the earth beneath; and 
in adapting them all to the several ends for which they were 
designed: Insomuch that each of  them, apart from the rest, is 
good; but all together are very good; all conspiring together, in 
one connected system, to the glory of  God in the happiness of  
his intelligent creatures. (Wesley 1840: 307)
John Wesley’s understanding of  the creation and its relationship to the Creator 
resembles many of  the early church fathers and mothers, such as St. Irenaeus of  
Lyons, St. Athanasius, etc. 
The image of  God can be found in aspects of  the Lakota’s way of  life 
where everything is related. It can also be revealed within the traditional Lakota 
values. The original image of  God enables one to recognize God’s prevenient 
grace in the existing creation. Prior to European contact, the Native Americans 
saw themselves living harmoniously with the Creator, mother Earth, and their four-
legged friends. Lakota people largely relied upon the populous American bison, of  
which everything was used for Lakota life. “Attuned to their environment, Indians 
could	 find	 food,	 locate	 trails,	 protect	 themselves	 from	 inclement	 weather,	 and	
anticipate coming events by their understanding of  how entities related to each 
other.” (Deloria 1997: 41)
Traditional	Lakota	values	and	virtues	reflect	the	image	of 	God	among	the	
Lakota people prior to European contact. In Joseph Marshall III’s The Lakota Way, 
he recounts twelve values which are evidential in Lakota traditional culture: humility 
(Unsiiciyapi); perseverance (wowacintanka); respect (wawoohola); honor (wayuniban), 
love (cantognake);	sacrifice	(icicupi); truth (wowicake); compassion (waunsilapi); bravery 
(woohitike); fortitude (cantewasake); generosity (canteyuke); wisdom (woksape) (2002). 
Richard	Twiss	says	that	Native	culture	is	like	all	other	cultures,	it	“...reflects	to	some	
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degree	the	attributes	of 	our	Creator	Himself.	It	is	in	Christ	that	we	find	the	ultimate	
fulfillment	of 	His	holy	and	sovereign	purpose	for	us	as	people”	(Twiss	2000:	78).
The image of  God is also visible in the beauty of  Lakota music and 
arts. Replacing Lakota arts with European arts does not make the worship services 
holier or better. One particular story I have heard is that an early colonial missionary 
insisted on traveling for three days and three nights in order to transport an organ 
to an indigenous group. While his persistence is admirable, I am surprised that he 
did not think the indigenous people could beat the drum and praise the Creator. 
Such stories are not rare, but our understanding of  human value should be formed 
by the image of  God. God is the Creator who is so creative that He has given 
people abilities to peak into His glory through music and the arts, which are human 
expressions that have values and as such, they are redeemable.
The question is: did or do non-Indigenous Christian missionaries recognize 
the	 image	of 	God	 among	 the	Lakota	people?	Furthermore,	 did	 the	first	Lakota	
Christians recognize the image of  God among their own people? Randy Woodley 
(2000: 62) researches early missionaries’ writings and makes an observation: “When 
the Pilgrims and Puritans arrived in this country they had an immediate ‘missionary 
concern’ to present the gospel to the Indians. But early records indicate that by 
and large, it was not a gospel that was presented in the form of  love. Love would 
naturally allow room for freedom and respect for another culture but the records 
indicate that few Europeans treated the Natives with anything but contempt as they 
tried to share Jesus with them.” If  the motivation of  the early European mission 
was not love, then what motivated the early European missionaries?
II. Partial Loss of  the Image of  God
Although John Wesley did not directly point it out, we experience a partial 
loss of  the image of  God when we fail to recognize the image of  God in other 
people. Foreign mission among Lakota people often did not start with recognizing 
the image of  God among the Lakota people. They often started with the doctrine 
of  sin and death, which led to the partial loss of  the image of  God. 
The Puritans took the story of  the Israelites entering into the land of  
Canaan seriously and made a terrible mistake in comparing themselves with Israelites 
who were to utterly destroy the natives of  the land. J. Alan Groves analyzes the role 
of  Deuteronomy 4: 32-35 in redemptive history. He points out that “As God’s son, 
Israel was to be like him. Like Adam, they were made in his image and called to 
be holy as he is holy. Israel was shown who Yahweh was so that they might honor 
him” (Groves 2010: 182). Therefore the election of  the Israelites is not to build up 
their superiority over all the nations, but to be instrumental in being formed into 
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the image of  God. Some historical narratives are tragic, and they are not meant to 
be used as prescriptions for others to repeat earlier mistakes. Beyond all of  these 
considerations, we must ask is stealing others’ land and killing is really part of  what 
Yahweh would command us to do?
Although the Moravians, the Jesuits, the German Catholics, the English 
Puritans, Quakers, Presbyterians, Baptists, and Methodists all have engaged with the 
indigenous people on various levels and dimensions, the notion of  “civilization” 
is	 significant	 in	 their	 mission	 activities	 as	 if 	 the	 “Indians”	 were	 less	 “civilized”	
and they had to be educated to a certain degree in order to receive the Gospel. 
Matthew Dennis recounts, “All Christian missionaries sought to bring the Gospel 
to the Indians, and uniformly across denominations they believed such a mission 
to be inextricably linked with another, to ‘civilize’ the Indian--the often benevolent 
but nonetheless ethnocentric project of  transforming Native people into passable 
versions of  themselves” (Dennis 2010: 120). Perhaps to many of  the non-Native 
missionaries from the past and present, “civilization” precedes or equals Christian 
mission, thus many mission schools were founded, but at the same time, some 
Christians and missionaries had much more appreciation and understanding for 
native cultures.
The effects of  “civilization” impact every single part of  life, not just 
the Greek dualistic religious aspect of  life. To the Lakota people, all things are 
related. Dennis (2010: 120-121) further points out, “Civilization in this culturally 
and	 historically	 specific	 sense	 upheld	 a	 particular	 moral	 code	 and	 set	 of 	 social	
customs, regulating everything from gender and sexuality, to marriage and family, to 
dress and adornment, to food and drink, to health and hygiene.” It is not only the 
early nineteenth century mission agenda of  cultivating “Christian values” among 
the indigenous people of  North America that caused problems, different forms 
of  “civilization” are still active within different social charitable programs even 
today.  Most of  the antique photographs of  Native American clergy and Christians 
from the nineteenth-century and early twentieth-century show the indigenous 
people in European clothing. Almost all of  the existing old church buildings on 
the reservations are replicas of  church structures in Europe, and most of  the 
frescos, stained glasses, and sculptures feature the Scandinavian outlook with a few 
exceptions.7
Native Americans as “The Poor Indians”- Objects of  Pity
From	 the	 first	 establishment	 of 	 a	 foreign	 mission	 on	 the	 Lakota’s	
reservations till the end of  the nineteenth century, a dominant image of  how foreign 
missionaries viewed the Lakota people is mixed with pity--”the poor Indians.” The 
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beginning of  St. France Mission on the Rosebud reservation in South Dakota 
started in the year 1886. “Two years later the same religious orders, the Jesuits 
and the Franciscan sisters, established Holy Rosary Mission on the neighboring 
Pine Ridge Reservation of  the Sioux. Soon after, the mission schools were directly 
affected	by	the	last	armed	conflict	between	the	Lakotas	and	the	United	States	Army”	
(Kreis 2007: v). The German reports of  mission activities among the Lakota people 
indicate their image of  the Lakota people and the purpose of  their mission. Kreis 
(2007: x) explains, “Of  interest is not only the vivid descriptions of  the missionary 
efforts in and outside the mission schools, the goal of  which was to lead the ‘poor 
redskins’ from out of  the ‘darkness of  paganism’ into the light of  Christian faith 
and American civilization.” 
Disagreeing with Lakota scholar Vine Deloria, Jr. who authored the books 
Red Earth, White Lies; God is Red, etc., Ross Enoch thinks that the Jesuit missionaries 
demonstrated sensibility to the Lakota culture of  the time. Ross Enoch’s book The 
Jesuit Mission to the Lakota Sioux studies the pastoral ministry from 1886 till 1945. 
Unlikely many other books which have portrayed Catholic mission as insensitive to 
Lakota culture, Enoch’s paints a different picture of  how the French and Belgian 
Catholic missionaries appreciated Lakota culture and lived quite harmoniously with 
the Lakota people. The previous intermarriage between French traders and trappers 
with local Lakota women also created the possibility of  communication with the 
hybridity of  cultures. Enoch’s understanding of  the Jesuit mission among the 
Lakota	people	may	be	overly	simplified.	As	Randy	Woodley	(2000:	70)	says,	“Past	
atrocities happened for many reasons, but the most basic reason is that as a people 
we [Native Americans] were not valued enough to be given the same consideration 
that the Whites would have wanted for themselves. We were not valued as human 
beings made in God’s image.”
Native Americans as “Savages”
In the minds of  Europeans, tales of  “savages” perpetuated the dominant 
view of  the Indigenous people of  the Americas. The development of  Darwin’s 
theory of  evolution as applied to society and culture may have contributed to how 
Europeans perceived tribal cultures. Don Jacobs traces the “savage” myth,
The Jesuit missionaries also contributed to the noble savage 
myth. Wanting to achieve martyrdom, they described the 
danger and savagery of  the Indigenous People. Wanting to 
rationalize their Christian missions, they also had to convey 
that People were nonetheless children of  God and deserving 
being saved by their missionary agenda. Thus, they gave them 
the noble attributes of  innocent children, as were favored in 
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the noble savage myth, simultaneously with those of  the brute 
savage with whom they took great risks for God’s work (Jacobs 
2006: 276). 
A similar European image of  indigenous people is as a barbaric society, 
completely ignoring Europe’s own Dark Age, with its paganism and barbarian past. 
Western cultural notions of  what constituted labor privileged 
farming as Christian and civilized and stigmatized hunting 
and gathering as barbaric. Despite this conceptual framework, 
missionaries often recognized and admired the intense effort 
Natives expanded in subsisting by hunting and gathering. This 
ambivalence produced a bifurcated discourse that affected 
missionary practices and may have caused missionaries to give 
mixed messages to Native groups. (Wade 2008: xv)
Joseph Marshall III (2002: 221) critiques the early missionary motivation 
of  education, “A formal education and Christianity, we were told, was our only 
salvation because the old days were gone: We could no longer chase buffalo and 
our spiritual beliefs were heathen and pagan. Much of  white society expected us 
to change our ways and our values like someone taking off  some shirt and putting 
on another.”
The image of  the savage is something for a “civilized” society to tame 
or to kill. The “savagery” of  the Native Americans is often connected with their 
traditional cultures, stories, languages, customs, arts, and essentially all aspects 
of  their life. Richard Twiss (2000: 25) half- jokingly called it “500 years of  bad 
haircuts.” In a 1910-1915 report written by Bishop Joseph F. Busch to the Catholic 
Indians of  the Diocese of  Lead, he condemns drinking liquor, dancing, and divorce. 
Regarding the customs of  the Lakotas, he remarks, “The second danger is Dancing 
and all the Old Customs of  the Indians, because they are used by the devil to put 
what is bad into the mind and the heart of  him who takes part in these practices” 
(Vecsey, Thiel, and Archambault 2003: 121).
Stripping everything Lakota from the people, a cultural genocide began. 
Vecsey, Thiel, and Archambault (2003: 98) explain,
First, the clergy accused the natives of  being in league with the 
devil, since they could do some marvelous things, including 
healings of  illnesses that could not be done with European 
medicine. The literary world saw Indians primarily as 
bloodthirsty savages and Cooper’s books suggested that they 
should all be driven westward from their eastern lands. Finally, 
the American educational institutions promoted the idea that 
intellectually Indians were the mental equivalent of  the eight-
year-old white person.
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L. Daniel Hawk states the damage of  missionaries’ blindness of  Imago 
Dei. “By equating salvation from sin and new life in Christ with white, European 
Christianity and thus requiring native peoples to reject their God-given identities, 
missionaries rejected the Imago Dei among the native peoples. By demonizing 
indigenous customs and beliefs, missionaries turned converts against their cultures, 
foisted an alien identity on them...” (Smith, Lalitha, and Hawk 2014: 54)
.
Lakota as “Exotic” and “Invisible”
The romanticization of  the image of  Native American people is 
popularized	 by	 certain	 fictions,	 movies,	 and	 commercial	 crafts.	 It	 is	 a	 terrible	
distortion of  the identity of  the Native American people. This popular notion is 
that the “exotic people” have polluted some the non-indigenous Christians’ mission 
motives and practices. 
The contemporary invisibility of  the indigenous peoples has been 
an invention of  the failed social infrastructure and continued injustice from the 
past. When modern Christian mission discusses the explosion of  Christianity in 
the majority world and the need for the Church to recognize this reality, so too 
the	Native	 Americans—the	 first	 people	 of 	 this	 land	 need	 to	 become	 visible	 to	
the Church as well. When we talk about American Evangelicals, do we think of  
including indigenous Christian men and women?  
Despite all the broken images and stereotypes that have been produced, 
Lakota people have been making efforts to adapt, to resist, and to reinvent Lakota 
image in Christ. Smith, Lalitha, and Hawk (2014: 13) declare,
The Lakotas, though victimized, were not merely victims, and 
despite their sometimes dire circumstances, they managed not 
simply to survive but also to adapt, prevail, and maintain the 
core of  their cultural and religious systems. Resistance was not 
only	 in	 rejection	 of 	 outside	 influences,	 but	 also	 in	 selective	
cooperation, incorporation, and acculturation. Thus, certain 
Lakotas actively requested missions and schools as part of  
their own strategy for survival, a strategy that continues to be 
adjusted and negotiated to the present day.
The 1877 letters of  Lakota chiefs--Little Wound, Red Cloud, and Spotted 
Tail to President Rutherford B. Hayes for animals, school house, Catholic priests 
and Catholic nuns, and teachers of  English: “... We would like to have Catholic 
priests and Catholic nuns, so that they could teach our people how to write and 
read, and instruct us how to do....” (Vecsey, Thiel, and Archambault 2003: 118). 
Some people have used the chiefs’ letters to justify colonialism. However, it is in 
reality the Lakota negotiation to compromise in order to survive the harsh disasters 
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bestowed by colonialists who stole their land, endangered their lives, and determined 
to assimilate them into the white view of  “civilization” through the white version 
of  Christianity.  
III. Restoration of  the Image of  God in Jesus Christ 
The Wesleyan concept of  the image of  God is linked with what John 
Wesley refers to as “the mind of  Christ.” The deliverance of  humanity from the 
brokenness of  a lost image of  God is to be restored in Christ, enabling broken 
people to experience and express the mind of  Christ. Howard Snyder puts it this 
way; “Wesley frequently uses the idea of  the image of  God in conjunction with 
the phrase ‘the mind of  Christ.’”8 Some people raise the issue of  an annihilation 
of  the earth and ask, “Why do we need to care for the earth if  all is going to be 
destroyed anyway?” That is a misconception of  the nature of  God and a misreading 
of 	the	Scripture.	The	restoration	of 	the	image	of 	God	is	related	to	purification	of 	
the	creation,	not	complete	destruction,	which	does	not	reflect	on	the	nature	and	
character of  the Triune God. 
John Wesley’s restoration of  the image of  God is also deeply embedded 
in achieving social justice. I have been thinking about the human tragedies, evils, and 
sufferings in several particular events: the genocide of  the Native Americans and 
the Holocaust. People who often push aside the “historical” blame are often not 
the people who continuously live under the emotions and consequences of  these 
ugly histories that are such a distortion of  the image of  God. In a society where 
we have often chosen personal responsibilities and choices as solutions for social 
ills and injustice, but these individual choices cannot solve the problems or bring a 
restoration of  the image of  God to people broken by these historical forces. 
A limited understanding of  the image of  God, the evilness of   “Manifest 
Destiny,” and the problematic diluted Gospel—are all partially to blame for the 
problem. The focus of  mission to the Lakota people has been on either “saving 
the dying soul” or curing social injustice, but it should be reevaluated through 
the theology of  the image of  God. The restoring of  the image of  God is both 
a personal/individual choice and a collective/communal action. It is not only 
internal redemption, but also what Snyder frames as “...a general consummation 
and restoration which will bring about not only human redemption (holiness) but 
the redemption, healing, and rendering of  the entire created order.”9
The restoring of  the image of  God among the Lakota people will take 
listening, lamenting, and reconciliation. “In the listening process, that lost sense 
of  value can be restored. After Indians have been heard and valued, then other 
aspects of  reconciliation can take place” (Vecsey, Thiel, and Archambault 2003: 70). 
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Lamenting and reconciliation invite healing of  personhood, relationships, and the 
created	order.	“We	live	in	a	world	where	the	meeting	of 	faiths	produces	conflict	as	
well as peace, oppression as well as liberation, division as well as community, and 
where the past remains vital in healing the present. The more we understand the 
complexity of  the past, the more effectively we can work for justice” (Kreis 2007: 
17).
Restoration of  the image of  God involves both changing our social 
patterns and the sanctifying grace of  God. It requires humility, knowledge of  
ourselves and our past, and freedom from bondage. John Wesley says that the 
restoration of  the image of  God is found in Jesus Christ, “’As in Adam all died, 
so in Christ shall all be made alive’--all who accept of  the means which he hath 
prepared, who walk by the rules which he hath given them. All these shall by dying 
conquer	 the	 first	 death,	 and	 shall	 never	 taste	 the	 second”	 (Wesley,	 Outler,	 and	
Heitzentater 1991: 19).
The restoration of  the image of  God is to live into the reality of  being 
children of  God. It is not just an eschatological hope that happens in the future, 
the restoration of  the image of  God is what Wesley (1991: 19) envisions as “...such 
a	measure	of 	present	happiness	as	is	a	fit	introduction	to	that	which	flows	at	God’s	
right hand forever.”
The restoration of  the image of  God is to live in the radiance of  holiness 
and walk in beauty. Christine Pohl states, “The beauty of  holiness, according to 
Wesley, that holiness of  heart which renewed after the image of  God, bearing the 
shape of  God impressed on it, is a holiness that cannot be extracted from doing 
and suffering in the world” (Pohl 1993: 6). According to Pohl, Wesley’s notion of  
holiness is not just personal, but it is also social holiness in relation to God and 
others. 
The	restoration	of 	the	image	of 	God	is	true	fulfillment	and	freedom,	and	
it is often for a new purpose. Using the example of  Israel’s new birth, 
Not only Yahweh revealed by what he had done for Israel, but 
he was also revealed in Israel, the son born to bear his image. 
Israel was the new humanity that had been anticipated from 
the beginning of  Genesis forward. Moses saw the climax of  
the story in Israel’s election and saw that God’s purpose was 
to disclose himself  through his deeds on behalf  of  Israel and 
through his birthing Israel in his image, as his son (Groves 
2010: 182).
Lakota theologian Richard Twiss (2000: 101) hopes for God’s ecclesia, “We 
must regain what Natives have never lost: the understanding that our togetherness 
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is more important than our individuality, that we are members with one another.” 
Christ’s	 sacrificial	 love	 glues	 together	 different	 parts	 of 	His	 body,	 so	we	 can	 all	
belong to God, and relate to each other in His holy Love. 
To John Wesley (1991: 20), a new heaven and new earth are healing from 
the alienation of  the image of  God. It is also full deliverance from sin and death, 
and obtaining “...a better mind which the art of  man and the wisdom of  God can 
give...” We must dare to dream for a different future-- the New Heaven and New 
Earth, and the complete restoration of  the image of  God in all people.
Further questions remain to be explored; How do present and future 
Christian missions continue to interact with the image of  God? How is the biblical 
concept of  the image of  God helpful in the future of  Native American mission? 
But the Creator made the Lakota people in the image of  God and lamented the loss 
of  that image. The Creator restores the image in Christ, so that “they who have 
saved others from sin and its attendant death ‘shall shine as the brightness of  the 
firmament’;	they	who	have	reprinted	the	image	of 	God	on	many	souls	‘as	the	stars	
for ever’!” (Wesley 1991: 21)
End Notes
 1 In this paper, the terms “Native Americans” and “Indigenous people” 
are used in interchangeable ways. 
 2 The Lakota people are one of  the Indigenous tribes in North America.
 
 3 David Hampton’s book Methodism Empire of  the Spirit shows an 
engraving of  John Wesley Preaching to the Indians in Georgia, c. 1736. Hampton disputes 
the Methodist tradition of  Wesley ever preached to the Native Americans. However, 
Wesley recorded a few conversations he had with Native Americans in his journal.
 4 Howard Snyder, Five Key Words & Phrases in Wesley, MH 935 Wesleyan 
Theology of  Mission class notes, Asbury Theological Seminary, July 22, 2014. 
 
 5 Psalm 19: 1
 6 Romans 1: 20
 7 One example is found at St. Joseph (Lakota Sioux) Indian School in 
Chamberlain, SD. Oscar Howe’s painting depicts a Native American Jesus hanging 
on	the	crucifix.
 8 Howard Snyder, Five Key Words & Phrases in Wesley, MH 935 Wesleyan 
Theology of  Mission class notes, Asbury Theological Seminary, July 22, 2014. 
 9 Howard Snyder, Five Key Words & Phrases in Wesley, MH 935 Wesleyan 
Theology of  Mission class notes, Asbury Theological Seminary, July 22, 2014
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Abstract
This article presents an exegesis of  Revelation 20:1-10 followed by a critical 
assessment of  Wesley’s interpretation of  Revelation 20:1-10. Overall, Wesley’s 
postmillennial interpretation of  Revelation 20:1-10 is not supported by an exegetical 
reading of  Revelation 20:1-10 (Scripture); it is not rooted in the early church 
(tradition); and it is based largely upon the optimism of  the 18th century which was 
shattered by the 20th century (experience). Historic premillennialism, however, does 
exegetical justice to Revelation 20:1-10 (Scripture), takes seriously the early church’s 
view (tradition), and accords with our reason and experience in the 21st century 
(reason and experience). As such, Wesleyans should abandon postmillennialism and 
instead embrace historic premillennialism for the sake of  having a biblically based 
theology and approach to missions and evangelism in the 21st century.
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Introduction
 Negligence, laxity, and indifference often surround the issue of  John 
Wesley’s eschatology today, especially regarding his view of  the millennium. Even 
worse, a common assumption today is that eschatology and the millennium is 
not essential to Christian doctrine, especially for Wesleyans.1 Given the abundant 
controversies	and	perspectives	on	eschatology,	it	is	not	difficult	to	understand	why	
so many have either avoided it or relegated it to the sideline, especially since there is 
no consensus except, for example, the general statement “Christ will come again.”2 
However, in recent decades, some theologians have underscored the importance 
of  eschatology for Christian doctrine and practice as Thomas C. Oden writes, “A 
notoriously	difficult	and	enigmatic	subject,	it	is	not	only	the	capstone	of 	systematic	
theology,	but	may	rightly	be	regarded	as	its	foundation	stone,	the	final	premise	that	
informs all other questions of  theological reasoning.”3
In addition, some Wesleyan scholars have recently attempted to revive the 
study of  eschatology within Wesleyan theology, particularly seen in H. Ray Dunning’s 
1995 composite work The Second Coming: A Wesleyan Approach to the Doctrine of  Last 
Things. Now while this great work of  scholarship discusses the biblical, historical, 
and theological issues related to Wesleyan eschatology, and even gives a great deal 
of  attention to issues regarding the millennium, it nonetheless provides no biblical 
discussion of  Rev 20:1-10 which is the only explicit reference to the millennium in 
the Bible. Moreover, in his The Problem with Evangelical Theology, Wesleyan Bible scholar 
Ben Witherington III critiques the exegetical foundations of  Protestant theology 
including eschatology (Lutheranism, Calvinism, Dispensationalism, Wesleyanism, 
and Pentecostalism). While he severely scrutinizes the eschatology of  each of  
these traditions, Witherington gives Wesley’s postmillennialism an exegetical pass, 
even though he deems it as erroneous.4 Thus, even those who have given Wesley’s 
eschatology	the	time	of 	day	(1)	have	not	sufficiently	assessed	the	biblical	foundations	
of  the millennium (Rev 20:1-10) and (2) have failed in offering the appropriate 
corrective to Wesley’s unbiblical postmillennialism. This paper, therefore, will offer 
(1) an exegetical reading of  Rev 20:1-10 and (2) this said corrective to Wesley’s 
postmillennialism. Overall, I argue that Wesley’s postmillennial views are rooted 
neither in an exegetical reading of  Rev 20:1-10 (Scripture), nor the early church’s 
interpretation of  the millennium (tradition), but rather are based more upon the 
optimism of  18th century revivalism (experience). In so doing, I suggest that historic 
premillennialism is the best eschatological path forward for Wesleyan theology and 
missions in the 21st century, since it is exegetically (Scripture), historically (tradition), 
critically (reason), and empirically (experience) sound.
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Exegesis of  Revelation 20:1-10
In the Wesleyan tradition, Scripture is norma normans, the norming norm, 
the	final	authority	for	Christian	belief 	and	practice.	John	Wesley	thus	continued	the	
tradition	of 	the	Reformers	in	affirming	sola Scriptura. Wesley himself  is renowned 
for his declaration, “Let me be homo unius libri,” a man of  one book.5 This of  course 
did not mean he did not use tradition, reason, or experience to interpret the Bible, 
but	simply	that	the	Bible	 is	 the	primary	and	final	authority.	In	the	same	manner,	
Scripture will be placed at the center of  discussion in this essay regarding the 
theology of  the millennium. In short, what Scripture reveals about the millennium 
(Rev 20:1-10) will be the view of  this writer, and the method employed here will be 
that of  exegesis.
As noted above, the most thorough work on Wesleyan eschatology 
edited by H. Ray Dunning provides exegetical readings of  important eschatological 
passages in the NT (e.g. the Olivet Discourse – Matt 24-25; Mark 13; Luke 21), 
but not of  Rev 20:1-10. This is problematic given the considerable amount of  
discussion of  the millennium in Dunning’s volume.6 Its survey of  the historical 
development of  the theology of  the millennium in church history is excellent. Yet 
they give no attention to the biblical foundations of  the millennium – exegesis of  
Rev 20:1-10 – like they do with other eschatological passages in the NT. As such, 
the following is an exegesis of  Rev 20:1-10, something all but missing in Dunning’s 
volume.
Determining the Unit: Revelation 20:1-10
The	first	task	in	exegesis	is	establishing	the	literary	unit,	particularly	where	
the boundaries of  the passage lay. It seems that Rev 20:1-10 is a self-contained unit 
for	several	reasons.	First,	Rev	20:1	begins	with	the	commonly	repeated	phrase	Καὶ 
εἶδον	(“Then	I	saw…”),	which	often	signals	a	new	unit	in	Revelation.	It	occurs	9	
other times within the surrounding context (cf. Rev 19:11, 17, 19; 20:1, 4, 11, 12; 
21:1,	2),	and	except	for	Rev	19:19;	20:4;	and	21:2,	this	Καὶ	εἶδον	formula	begins	the	
pericopae in each of  the neighboring units: (1) Rev 19:11-16, (2) Rev 19:17-21, (3) 
Rev 20:1-10, (4) Rev 20:11-15, and (5) Rev 21:1-8.7 Second, Rev 20:1-10 carries an 
overarching theme: the circumstances of  and beyond the millennium. Overall, Rev 
20:1-6 describes what will happen during the millennium, while Rev 20:7-10 what 
will happen after the millennium. Thus, Rev 20:1-3 describes what will happen to 
Satan during the millennium (imprisoned), Rev 20:4-6 what will happen with Christ 
and his people during the millennium (reign and resurrection), and Rev 20:7-10 what 
will happen to Satan after the millennium (release, deceiving of  nations, gathering 
for	battle,	and	final	defeat).8 Third, a recurring theme occurs at the end of  the prior 
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pericope (Rev 19:17-21) in Rev 19:20 and at the end of  this proposed pericope 
(Rev 20:1-10) in Rev 20:10. In both places, John describes his vision of  those being 
thrown	alive	 into	 the	 lake	of 	fire.	 In	Rev	19:20,	 the	beast	 and	 false	prophet	 are	
thrown in, then Satan is thrown in, “where the beast and the false prophet were” in 
Rev 20:10. This repeated theme at the end of  these units seems to signal the end of  
one unit and the subsequent move to the next. Fourth, Rev 20:1-3 and 20:7-10 serve 
as a sort of  thematic inclusio. The focus of  Rev 20:1-3 is Satan and his preliminary 
judgment during the thousand years. But the focus shifts in Rev 20:4-6 to Christ and 
his people where Satan is not mentioned once. The focus then shifts back to Satan 
and	his	final	 judgment	 in	Rev	20:7-10.	This	then	functions	as	a	sort	of 	thematic	
inclusio for the passage signaling one cohesive narrative vision. So then, Rev 20:1-10 
is clearly a unit and contains a threefold structure: (1) Rev 20:1-3, (2) Rev 20:4-6, 
and (3) Rev 20:7-10.
Book Context: The Structure of  Revelation
 The next step of  exegesis is to situate the unit (Rev 20:1-10) within the 
whole book context (the book of  Revelation). Pertinent to this discussion must be 
an examination of  the structure of  Revelation. The following is a summary of  the 
two primary structural features.
First, Rev 1:19 reveals a threefold structure to the book. At the close of  
John’s vision of  the exalted Christ in Rev 1:9-20, Jesus commissions John in Rev 
1:19 to write three things: (1) “what you have seen,” (2) “what is,” and (3) “what 
is	going	to	happen	after	these	things.”	The	first	of 	these	(“what	you	have	seen”)	
refers to the vision of  Christ that John just saw in Rev 1:9-20. The second (“what 
is”) refers to the seven letters to seven churches of  Asia Minor in Rev 2:1-3:22, 
which correct and commend them for their current spiritual states. The third (“what 
is going to happen after these things”) refers to the apocalyptic visions in Rev 4:1-
22:7. Revelation then addresses respectively the past (Rev 1:9-20 – John’s vision of  
Christ), present (Rev 2:1-3:22 – seven letters to seven churches), and future (Rev 
4:1-22:7 -apocalyptic, eschatological visions). 9
While this threefold temporal structure should not be taken rigidly, it 
should nevertheless be taken seriously.10 Put another way, Rev 1:9-20 refers primarily 
to the past (“what you have seen”), Rev 2:1-3:22 primarily to the present (“what 
is”), and Rev 4:1-22:7 primarily to the future (“what is going to happen after these 
things”). This does not mean that other temporalities cannot appear within these 
sections, because they certainly do. For example, Rev 12 is clearly an historical (past) 
recounting of  Jesus’ birth and infancy in apocalyptic fashion within a larger future 
framework of  Rev 4:1-22:7.11 Also, many of  the seven letters contain future promises 
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within a present framework in Rev 2:1-3:22 (e.g. “To everyone who conquers, I will 
give permission to eat from the tree of  life that is in the paradise of  God” [Rev 
2:7]). Furthermore, this error of  rigidity has often misled scholars to view each 
of  these three sections as so distinct that they do not relate to one another at all.12 
Never mind the fact that the vivid descriptions of  Jesus in the vision of  Rev 1:9-20 
often appear in Rev 2:1-3:22.13 Moreover, many of  the promises of  Rev 2:1-3:22 are 
realized later in Rev 4:1-22:7.14 So then, this rigid approach, which understands only 
one temporality within each major section, should be abandoned, even more the 
approach that sees these distinct sections as unrelated. Instead, each major section 
has a primary temporality that allows for others to surface occasionally while also 
seeing the interconnectedness between the three major sections.
The formula ἃ	μέλλει	γενέσθαι	μετὰ	ταῦτα	in	Rev	1:19c	provides	further	
evidence that reinforces this threefold structure from Rev 1:19. It occurs in a similar 
fashion three other places in Revelation:
ἃ δεῖ		 		γενέσθαι	ἐν τάχει (Rev 1:1)
ἃ	μέλλει						γενέσθαι	μετὰ ταῦτα	(Rev	1:19c)
ἃ δεῖ		 		γενέσθαι	μετὰ ταῦτα	(Rev	4:1)
ἃ δεῖ		 		γενέσθαι	ἐν τάχει (Rev 22:6)
While it is not verbatim, the similarities are striking. These formulas are clearly 
interconnected and function to signal the beginning and end of  literary units. First, 
the formulas in Rev 1:1 and Rev 22:6 are identical.15 Also, the phrases in Rev 1:19c 
and	4:1	are	identical	except	for	the	minor	difference	in	verb	(μέλλει	vs.	δεῖ). The 
connection	 between	 these	 phrases	 is	 reinforced	 even	more	 by	 the	 qualification,	
“And	the	first	voice	which	I	had	heard	speaking	to	me	like	a	trumpet,”	(Rev	4:1)	
which echoes Rev 1:10 where John says, “and I heard behind me a loud voice like a 
trumpet.” This is the same voice of  Jesus in both passages, except now in Rev 4:1 
the content is “what must happen after these things,” rather than “what you have 
seen” (Rev 1:9-20) or “what is” (Rev 2:1-3:22 which ends immediately before Rev 
4:1). So then, whether one interprets Rev 4:1-22:7 futuristically, clearly the content 
of  Rev 1:19c (“what is going to happen after these things”) begins in Rev 4:1 and 
ends in Rev 22:6-7 signaled by these nearly identical formulas which all relate to the 
purpose of  Revelation: “to show his servants what must happen quickly” (Rev 1:1).
Revelation 20:1-10, then, is located toward the end of  this third and 
primarily future section of  the book (Rev 4:1-22:7) described as “what is going to 
happen after these things” (Rev 1:19c) and “what must happen after these things” 
(Rev 4:1).
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Second, Revelation can also be structured according to its four major 
visions. Each of  these visions share a common formula “in the Spirit” (ἐν	πνεύματι)	
near the commencement of  each new section. They occur at Rev 1:10 (“I was in 
the Spirit on the Lord’s day”), Rev 4:2 (“Immediately I was in the Spirit”), Rev 17:3 
(“And he carried me off  into the wilderness in the Spirit”), and Rev 21:10 (“And he 
carried me off  in the Spirit to a great and high mountain”). Merrill C. Tenney argues 
that “Such organization cannot be accidental,” and that these four phrases function 
to mark “the opening of  four major sections of  the book.”16 George E. Ladd adds 
that each of  these four visions “is introduced by an invitation to ‘come and see’ 
what God purposes to disclose (1:9; 4:1; 17:1; 21:9).”17 So then, this is the fourfold 
structure of  Revelation with prologue and epilogue:
I. Prologue (Rev 1:1-8)
II. First Vision (Rev 1:9-3:22)
III. Second Vision (Rev 4:1-16:21)
IV. Third Vision (Rev 17:1-21:8)
V. Fourth Vision (Rev 21:9-22:7)
VI. Epilogue (Rev 22:8-21)18
Revelation 20:1-10, then, is located within the third major vision, namely, Rev 17:1-
21:8 to which we will now turn.
Immediate Context: Revelation 17:1-21:8
The next step in exegesis is to understand a unit (Rev 20:1-10) within 
its immediate context. Witherington underscores the importance of  doing so with 
Rev 20:1-10, which he deems certainly “the most controverted portion of  the book 
of  Revelation.”19 He rightly contends, “this material must be viewed in light of  
its immediate context in Revelation itself. The sequence of  preliminary judgment, 
millennium,	final	judgment,	new	heaven	and	new	earth	in	Rev.	19-22	must	be	taken	
seriously.”20 Below is an attempt to understand and take seriously Rev 20:1-10 
within its immediate context of  Rev 17:1-21:8.
Regarding the boundaries of  the immediate context of  Rev 20:1-10, the 
four phrases “in the Spirit” signal the beginning of  each new vision in Revelation 
and thus its immediate context is Rev 17:1-21:8. Furthermore, the latter two visions 
are distinguished and connected by having identical opening formulas. In fact, Rev 
17:1-3 and Rev 21:9-10 are verbatim, the only differences being the details of  each 
vision. These identical formulas clearly signal the beginning of  a new vision, and the 
chart below demonstrates these identical portions bolded and underlined:
christian: the problem With Wesley’s postmillennialism   71
Rev 17:1-3 Rev 21:9-10
1 Καὶ ἦλθεν εἷς ἐκ τῶν ἑπτὰ 
ἀγγέλων τῶν ἐχόντων τὰς 
ἑπτὰ φιάλας
9 Καὶ ἦλθεν εἷς ἐκ τῶν ἑπτὰ ἀγγέλων τῶν 
ἐχόντων τὰς ἑπτὰ φιάλας 
τῶν γεμόντων τῶν ἑπτὰ πληγῶν τῶν ἐσχάτων
καὶ ἐλάλησεν μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ 
λέγων· 
δεῦρο, δείξω σοι 
τὸ κρίμα τῆς πόρνης τῆς 
μεγάλης τῆς καθημένης ἐπὶ 
ὑδάτων πολλῶν, 2 μεθ᾽ ἧς 
ἐπόρνευσαν οἱ βασιλεῖς τῆς 
γῆς καὶ ἐμεθύσθησαν οἱ 
κατοικοῦντες τὴν γῆν ἐκ τοῦ 
οἴνου τῆς πορνείας αὐτῆς.
καὶ ἐλάλησεν μετ᾽ ἐμοῦ λέγων· 
δεῦρο, δείξω σοι 
τὴν νύμφην τὴν γυναῖκα τοῦ ἀρνίου.
3 καὶ ἀπήνεγκέν με 
εἰς ἔρημον 
ἐν πνεύματι.
10 καὶ ἀπήνεγκέν με 
ἐν πνεύματι 
ἐπὶ ὄρος μέγα καὶ ὑψηλόν,
Καὶ εἶδον 
γυναῖκα καθημένην ἐπὶ 
θηρίον κόκκινον, γέμον[τα] 
ὀνόματα βλασφημίας, ἔχων 
κεφαλὰς ἑπτὰ καὶ κέρατα 
δέκα.
καὶ ἔδειξέν μοι 
τὴν πόλιν τὴν ἁγίαν Ἰερουσαλὴμ 
καταβαίνουσαν ἐκ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ ἀπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ
Furthermore, the major structural relationship between the third vision (Rev 17:1-
21:8) and the fourth vision (21:9-22:7) is contrast.21 Thus, John juxtaposes the 
profanity, judgment, downfall, and destruction of  the prostitute city of  Babylon 
(Rev 17:1-21:8) with the holy, pure, beautiful, praised, and exalted bridal city of  the 
New Jerusalem (Rev 21:9-22:7) highlighting their differences. So then, the boundary 
of  the immediate context of  Rev 20:1-10 is clearly Rev 17:1-21:8 dealing with the 
judgment of  God’s enemies.
Concerning its content and movement, Rev 17:1-21:8 moves in a clear 
sequence and progression of  events.22 Below is a summary of  the third vision’s 
movement: 
I. Revelations of  the Judgment of  Babylon (Rev 17:1-19:10)23
1. The fall of  Babylon (Rev 17:1-18:24)
2. Rejoicing in heaven over Babylon’s fall and destruction   
     (19:1-10)
 II. The Final Defeat of  God’s Remaining Foes (Rev 19:11-21:8)
1. Christ’s triumphant second coming for judgment and war   
     (Rev 19:11-16)
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2. Christ’s triumph and judgment of  the beast and false   
     prophet (Rev 19:17-21)
3. The millennium (Rev 20:1-10)
A. The imprisonment of  Satan – preliminary   
      judgment (Rev 20:1-3)
B. The reign of  Christ with his resurrected people   
     (Rev 20:4-6)
C.	The	ultimate	doom	of 	Satan	–	final	judgment		 	
     (Rev 20:7-10)
4.	The	final	judgment	and	general	resurrection	(Rev	20:11-15)
5. The new heavens, new earth, and new Jerusalem (Rev 21:
    1-8)
As	noted	above,	 the	use	of 	 the	formula	Καὶ	 εἶδον	begins	each	of 	 the	pericopae	
in the latter portion of  this third vision (Rev 19:11, 17; 20:1, 11; 21:1). Many 
English	translators	note	this	progressive	sense	of 	καί	here	and	translate	it	as	“then”	
instead of  the mere connective sense of  “and.”24 This indicates a progression and 
development in the apocalyptic narrative.25
In addition, this third vision moves in a successive fashion in judgment 
upon the enemies of  God. First comes the judgment and destruction of  the 
prostitute city Babylon (Rev 17:1-18:24), followed by rejoicing in heaven over 
the prostitute’s judgment and destruction (Rev 19:1-10); then Christ’s triumphant 
second coming with the armies of  heaven realizes the defeat and judgment of  
the beast, false prophet, and their armies (Rev 19:11-21); next Satan’s preliminary 
judgment in the bottomless pit for a thousand years ensues juxtaposed with a 
thousand year exaltation and reign of  Christ with those who were martyred by 
Babylon, the beast, the false prophet, and Satan (Rev 20:1-6); next the climax of  
this	judgment,	namely,	Satan	joins	the	beast	and	false	prophet	in	the	lake	of 	fire	as	
his	final	judgment	(Rev	20:7-10);	next	the	final	judgment	of 	the	rest	of 	humanity	
and	the	general	resurrection	(Rev	20:11-15);	finally	the	renewal	of 	all	things	(Rev	
21:1-8).	The	progression	of 	judgment	in	Rev	17:1-21:8	finds	its	climax	in	Rev	20:1-
10 where the source (i.e. Satan) of  the evils against God and his people from the 
prostitute	Babylon,	the	beast,	and	false	prophet	finally	gets	what	he	deserves	for	his	
cruelty, perverseness, and wickedness.26	Here	the	people	of 	God	finally	experience	
the OT promise, “Vengeance is mine, I will repay says the Lord.”27 Witherington 
notes this climactic progression of  judgment from Babylon, to the beast and false 
prophet, to Satan, and argues that “we have to take Rev. 19.1-20.3 as some sort of  
sequence. Rev. 20.1 simply cannot be seen as a new beginning.”28 So then, Rev 20:1-
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10 occurs within a progressive sequence of  judgments within Rev 17:1—21:8 and 
functions as the climax of  these progressive judgments by depicting the preliminary 
and	final	judgment	of 	Satan	by	God.
Exegesis: Revelation 20:1-10
 The next step of  exegesis is to analyze the unit proper (Rev 20:1-10) 
in light of  its book (Revelation) and immediate contexts (Rev 17:1-21:8). Many 
scholars underscore how vital the interpretation of  Rev 20:1-10 is for interpreting 
the whole of  Revelation. In other words, one’s view of  the millennium strongly 
contributes to the approach one takes to the rest of  Revelation: the idealist 
(spiritualized	millennium)	 and	 preterist	 (millennium	 already	 fulfilled)	 approaches	
relate to amillennialism which asserts that there is no future millennium, but either 
a present or past one; the historicist approach (future millennium part of  church 
history) relates to postmillennialism; the futurist approach (future millennium and 
all of  Revelation is future oriented) relates to a dispensational premillennialism; and 
the mixed, eclectic, or preterist-futurist approach (future millennium and some of  
Revelation is future oriented) relates to historical premillennialism. It is not entirely 
certain	which	came	first,	the	approach	or	the	millennial	view;	yet	it	is	quite	clear	that	
the interpretation of  Rev 20:1-10 is central to both discussions. While Rev 20:1-10 
is certainly important, this passage has been blown out of  proportion regarding its 
overall importance to Revelation as a whole. This overemphasis warrants a brief  
critique here.
Although Rev 20:1-10 is the climax (at least the climax of  judgment) 
of  the third vision in Rev 17:1-21:8, it is not however the climax of  the book of  
Revelation. In other words, within its immediate context of  Rev 17:1-21:8, Rev 
20:1-10 is critically important as the climax of  Satan’s judgment who is the source 
of  the prostitute Babylon (Rev 17:1-18:24), the beast (Rev 19:11-21), and the false 
prophet (Rev 19:11-21). However, the climax of  the book of  Revelation is the 
fourth vision of  praise to the bride, the new Jerusalem in Rev 21:9-22:7 which 
is contrasted to the prostitute Babylon in Rev 17:1-21:8.29 This praise of  the new 
Jerusalem is the peak of  Revelation, not judgment of  the prostitute Babylon, beast, 
false prophet, and dragon where the millennium occurs. Overall, Rev 20:1-10 is the 
climactic pericope concerning judgment within its larger context of  Rev 17:1-21:8, 
but is not climactic to the book of  Revelation. Therefore, the amount of  attention it 
receives as the crux interpretum of  the book of  Revelation is unwarranted, and thus it 
should not determine one’s interpretation of  the whole book. Nevertheless, it is still 
an important passage and the most controversial in the entire book of  Revelation.30 
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Therefore, we must give careful attention to the details of  this passage along with 
great charity in our interaction with those who share differing perspectives.31
Regarding its structure, Rev 20:1-10 is comprised of  three-parts divided 
into two temporal periods:
I. During the millennium (20:1-6)
 1. The thousand-year imprisonment of  Satan – preliminary   
      judgment (20:1-3)
 2. The thousand-year reign of  Christ with his resurrected   
      people (20:4-6)
II. After the millennium (20:7-10)
	 3.	The	ultimate	doom	of 	Satan	–	final	judgment	(20:7-10)
Most	scholars	recognize	this	three-part	division	and	sometimes	clump	the	first	two	
together as 20:1-6 since it deals with the millennium proper.32 Overall, Rev 20:1-6 
describes the circumstances of  the millennium, and Rev 20:7-10 the circumstances 
after	 the	millennium.	Concerning	 the	first	 part,	Rev	 20:1-3	 is	 contrasted	 to	Rev	
20:4-6. The former describes the fate of  Satan during the millennium; the latter 
the fate of  Christ and his people during the millennium. In the former, there is 
preliminary judgment (via imprisonment) for Satan; in the latter, vindication and 
exaltation (via resurrection and dominion) for Christ and his people. Thus, Rev 
20:1-6 views the millennium from two vantage points; one from the judgment of  
Satan (Rev 20:1-3) and the other from the vindication of  Christ and his people 
(Rev 20:4-6). Concerning the second part, Rev 20:7-10 describes Satan’s last (failed) 
attempt to overthrow Christ and his people, the result of  which is his ultimate 
doom	in	the	lake	of 	fire	and	sulfur.	
Below constitutes a detailed, exegetical reading of  Rev 20:1-10 which is 
not exhaustive, but focuses upon the key exegetical issues in the passage.
1. The Thousand-Year Imprisonment of  Satan – Preliminary Judgment (Rev 20:1-3)
	 In	Rev	20:1,	Καὶ	 εἶδον	marks	a	new	vision	 in	 the	sequence	of 	visions	
from	Rev	19:11—21:8.	The	accusative	direct	object	of 	εἶἔκλειδον	is	ἄγγελον,	which	
is then the implied subject of  the main verbs of  20:2-3: ἐκράτησεν	(v.	2), ἔδησεν	
(v. 2), ἔβαλεν	(v.	3),	σεν	(v.	3),	ἐσφράγισεν	(v.	3).33 Thus, the focus is upon the action 
of  the angel: he seized, bound, threw, locked, and sealed. The	phrase	καταβαίνοντα	
ἐκ	 τοῦ	 οὐρανου	 (“coming	down	 from	heaven”)	 implies	 that	 the	millennium	will	
occur on earth, not in heaven.34	The	 singular	 use	of 	οὐρανός here means “sky” 
or “atmosphere,” not to be confused with the plural use which connotes the 
christian: the problem With Wesley’s postmillennialism   75
transcendent abode of  God.35 Nevertheless, its coming down from either the sky or 
heaven implies that the location of  the millennium will be on earth.36
	 In	Rev	20:2,	the	dragon	is	identified	threefold	as	the	ancient	serpent,	the	
Devil, and Satan that is verbatim to Rev 12:9. There he was thrown down to the 
earth with his angels (ἐβλήθη εἰς τὴν γῆν); in Rev 20:3 an angel throws him into 
the abyss (ἔβαλεν αὐτὸν εἰς τὴν ἄβυσσον); later in Rev 20:10 he is thrown into the 
lake	of 	fire	and	sulfur	(ἐβλήθη εἰς τὴν λίμνην τοῦ πυρὸς καὶ θείου). Thus, Satan’s 
judgment progresses in three stages: from heaven to earth (Rev 12:9), to the abyss 
(Rev	20:3),	to	the	lake	of 	fire	and	sulfur	(Rev	20:10).
 Amillennialists want to interpret ἔδησεν	figuratively	to	mean	bound	in	a	
spiritual sense so that Satan cannot work his evil during the present age. However, 
neither	the	text	nor	context	indicate	that	the	binding	should	be	viewed	as	figurative.37 
The	only	figurative	element	in	this	verse	is	the	dragon,	which	is	then	explained	and	
identified	as	the	ancient	serpent,	Devil,	and	Satan.	Furthermore,	it	was	common	in	
Second Temple literature for angels to bind demons.38
 The most important element of  Rev 20:2 is the interpretation of  χίλια 
ἔτη. Grammatically, it is an accusative of  measure for the extent of  time.39 Thus, 
the dragon was not bound for some point in time within the thousand years (dative 
of  time), nor was he bound during a certain kind of  time (genitive of  time), but 
was bound the extent and length of  a thousand years (accusative extent of  time). A 
common misunderstanding is that χίλια is the largest imaginable number in Greek, 
and	 thus	 indicates	 a	 figurative	 reading.	However,	 this	 is	 problematic	 for	 several	
reasons. First, there are many numbers in Greek larger than 1,000. Within Revelation, 
there is the 144,000 in Rev 7:4 and 14:1, the 12,000 in each of  the 12 tribes in Rev 
7:5-8, and the 1,260 days in Rev 12:6. Herodotus claims that the total Persian army 
of 	Xerxes	contains	5,283,220	fighting	men.40 One thousand then is clearly not the 
largest number in Greek. Furthermore, Rev 20:8 describes an innumerable number: 
ὧν ὁ ἀριθμὸς αὐτῶν ὡς ἡ ἄμμος τῆς θαλάσσης (“whose number is as the sand of  
the sea”). If  John meant that the period of  Christ’s reign with his people would last 
indefinitely	and	figuratively,	he	would	have	used	a	phrase	like	this.	One	thousand	
years then is not some undetermined amount of  time. However, this does not 
therefore mean that 1,000 years is a literal 1,000 years consisting of  365,000 24-hour 
days. Numbers in the ancient world were often highly exaggerated and used for 
rhetorical hyperbole, even in respected historiographical works such as Herodotus 
and Thucydides. So then, the ad sensum of  the 1,000 years is that it is a very long 
period during which Satan will be incarcerated. Nevertheless, the focus lies upon 
the	extent	of 	Satan’s	imprisonment,	not	upon	the	figurativeness	or	literalness	of 	the	
1,000 years.41
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 Revelation 20:3 reveals the negative purpose of  Satan’s thousand year 
incarceration, namely, so that he might not deceive the nations (ἵνα μὴ πλανήση). 
Also, it reveals what comes after the millennium (μετὰ ταῦτα) which is later resumed 
in Rev 20:7-10, namely, Satan’s release from prison.42 Once again, the accusative of  
the extent of  time recurs, although here it concerns the extent of  Satan’s release, 
namely, the extent of  a short time (μικρὸν χρόνον).
 In sum, Rev 20:1-3 describes the circumstances during the millennium 
from the vantage point of  Satan, that is, he is imprisoned for the entire 1,000 years 
so that he cannot deceive the nations, though he will be released for a short time 
thereafter	followed	by	his	final	judgment.
2. The Thousand Year Reign of  Christ with His Resurrected People (Rev 20:4-6)
 Revelation 20:4-6 is in direct contrast and juxtaposition to Rev 20:1-3. 
Both deal with the circumstances of  the millennium proper, though now in Rev 
20:4-6 it is from the vantage point of  Christ and his people.
	 Revelation	20:4	is	the	most	difficult	and	ambiguous	verse	in	this	passage.	
The grammar is unclear as to whether one or two groups of  people are in view here. 
In	other	words,	do	only	the	martyrs	reign	and	share	the	first	resurrection	with	Christ	
during the millennium (one group), or do all the saints reign and share this with the 
martyrs (two groups)? Grammatically, it is ambiguous because there is no explicitly 
named	nominative	subject	for	the	first	main	verb	ἐκάθισαν (“they were seated”), 
and no antecedent for αὐτοῖς (“judgment was given for them”). The crux interpretum 
then is the use of  the καὶ immediately before τὰς ψυχὰς. If  the καὶ is explicative 
(“namely, the souls of  the beheaded”), then only one group is in view: only the 
Revelation martyrs. If  it is additive (“and I also saw the souls of  the beheaded…”), 
then two groups are in view: saints and martyrs.43 If  it is ascensive (“even the souls 
of  the beheaded”), then two groups are in view: saints and martyrs. The latter two 
are preferable for several reasons, especially the ascensive καὶ. First, this occurs 
within the context of  Satan’s judgment. He is judged not only for his rebellion and 
war against God, but even for his persecution of  God’s people seen all throughout 
Revelation.44 Thus, an ascensive use of  καὶ here would have the force of  surprise, 
that even those whom he had brutally persecuted and martyred are now vindicated 
and exalted over him. Also, the additive καὶ is more likely than the explicative as 
some scribes added εἶδον for	clarification: καὶ εἶδον τὰς ψυχὰς.45 Second, Rev 20:4 
echoes Dan 7:21-22 and 7:26-27. Daniel 7 depicts all the people of  God sharing in 
the vindication from persecution and subsequent reign and dominion, regardless of  
whether they were persecuted and martyred by the horn. Thus, one group is in view 
in	Dan	7,	but	this	includes	all	of 	God’s	people,	not	just	a	select	few	during	the	final	
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persecution. Third, NT eschatology outside of  Revelation suggests that all of  God’s 
people will be raised at Christ’s coming, not just a select few. Paul particularly argues 
in	1	Thess	4:13-18	that	the	dead	in	Christ	will	have	first	dibs	to	the	resurrection	
at Christ’s return.46 Ladd thinks that John has two groups in mind and suggests, 
“This would accord with the biblical theology as a whole, which gives to the saints 
a share in the eschatological rule of  Christ.”47 So then, while some of  the grammar 
is ambiguous, the ascensive καὶ is much to be preferred here, though additive might 
also be possible. Thus, “even the souls of  those beheaded” functions as another 
blow to Satan’s failed attempt to destroy God’s people and furthers his punishment 
during his thousand year incarceration.
 Another key element of  Rev 20:4 is the description of  these thousand 
years for Christ and his people. In other words, this verse reveals the nature and 
characteristics of  the millennium, that it entails resurrection and dominion for God’s 
people. Much debate surrounds the meaning of  the verb ἔζησαν (literally “they 
lived,” or contextually “they came alive again”).48 Some purport that this connotes 
spiritual, mystical resurrection with Christ in the present. However, this reading 
does not account for the immediate context of  Rev 17:1-21:8 or even the unit 
itself  of  Rev 20:1-10. The context and unit are within an eschatological scenario 
which suggests future, eschatological resurrection. Furthermore, the following 
verses (20:5-6) explicate the meaning of  ἔζησαν by employing the regular term for 
future bodily resurrection, namely, ἀνάστασις. Thus, a present, spiritual, mystical 
resurrection is not in view here, rather a future, bodily resurrection.
	 The	final	key	feature	of 	Rev	20:4	 is	 the	third	use	of 	the	accusative	of 	
the extent of  time, here with the thousand years: χίλια ἔτη.49 This signals not only 
that Christ and his resurrected people will reign for the entire extent of  the one 
thousand years, but also connects the contrast between Satan’s fate and the fate of  
God’s people during the millennium. Thus, whereas Satan is imprisoned for the 
whole thousand years, Christ and his people reign for the whole thousand years. 
In addition, this thousand-year reign of  God’s people in Rev 20:4 runs in direct 
contrast to the 42-month reign allotted to the beast in Rev 13:5. This adds injury 
to insult to Satan’s punishment and judgment since his beast and false prophet 
were only “allowed to exercise authority for forty-two months” (Rev 13:5). While 
the verbiage is not exact, they share the same semantic domain. Also, John uses 
the accusative for the extent of  time in Rev 13:5: μῆνας τεσσεράκοντα [καὶ] δύο 
(for the extent of forty two months). Regarding the literalness of  these numbers, as 
noted above, numbers in the ancient world were often highly exaggerated for the 
rhetorical effect of  hyperbole. The same is true here in Rev 20:4 and 13:5, and the 
point is clear: the beast and his dominion will last a measly 42 months (not very 
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long at all), whereas Christ and his dominion with his people will last for 1,000 
years (enormously longer than a mere few months).50 Thus, the point is not literal 
time (years, months, days, hours, minutes, and seconds), but the disproportioned 
difference in the contrasted lengths; one being a drop in the temporal ocean, and 
the other an ocean in its own right. Thus, God rubs salt in Satan’s wound by giving 
authority to Christ and his people much longer than the beast. This not only serves 
to punish Satan even more, but also to encourage the churches of  Asia Minor 
undergoing	these	persecutions.	In	essence,	John	has	reconfigured	Jesus’	words	“for	
the sake of  the elect those days will be cut short” (Matt 24:22) for his community 
in Asia Minor to encourage them that this suffering will soon pass; and as Paul 
says,	“this	slight	momentary	affliction	is	preparing	us	for	an	eternal	weight	of 	glory	
beyond all measure” (2 Cor 4:17). Thus, Rev 20:4 serves to punish Satan further and 
to encourage these churches to persevere, for their vindication will soon arrive.
 Revelation 20:5 is somewhat of  an explicative parenthesis providing 
clarification	for	the	rest	of 	the	dead	besides	God’s	people.	It	also	clarifies	the	nature	
of  the main verb ἔζησαν from Rev 20:4 which appears again here in 20:5. With this 
same verb used in both locations, this marks a clear distinction between those in 
20:4	and	those	here	in	20:5.	The	former	partake	of 	the	first	resurrection	(Αὕτη ἡ 
ἀνάστασις ἡ πρώτη); the latter the second death (ὁ δεύτερος θάνατος). Thus, the 
former do not experience the second death (20:6), and the latter do not experience 
the	first	resurrection	(20:5).	In	light	of 	this,	the	phrase	ἄχρι τελεσθῇ τὰ χίλια ἔτη 
(“until the thousand years were ended”) implies a second resurrection, but this is a 
resurrection	to	eternal	torment	in	the	lake	of 	fire	(cf.	Rev	20:10,	14-15).
	 Revelation	20:6	begins	with	a	beatitude	for	those	who	share	in	the	first	
resurrection; they are blessed (μακάριος) and holy (ἅγιος). Since the subject here 
is singular (ὁ ἔχων μέρος), the singular use of  ἅγιος here as the predicate adjective 
might be understood as a substantive “saint.” Given the allusions to Dan 7, this 
would be appropriate. This might provide further evidence that two groups are in 
view	in	Rev	20:4,	the	saints	and	even	the	martyrs.	Also,	John	clarifies	that	the	second	
death	has	no	authority	over	those	who	partake	in	the	first	resurrection.	This	reiterates	
that	this	is	the	final,	future,	bodily	resurrection,	not	a	present,	mystical	resurrection.	
Instead of  the second death (ἀλλ᾽), the identity of  these will be as priests of  God 
and Christ (ἱερεῖς τοῦ θεοῦ καὶ τοῦ Χριστου). This is appropriate given their newly 
declared blessing as holy saints (μακάριος καὶ ἅγιος). Their occupation then will be 
to rule and reign with Christ (βασιλεύσουσιν μετ᾽ αὐτοῦ) during this millennium. 
Also,	the	fourth	and	final	use	of 	the	accusative	of 	the	extent	of 	time	occurs	here	
([τὰ] χίλια ἔτη). Thus, as was the extent of  Satan’s imprisonment, so will be the 
extent of  the saints’ reign with Christ: for the entire thousand years.51 This further 
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confirms	that	one	millennial	period	is	in	view	here	in	Rev	20:1-6,	though	from	two	
vantage points: one from Satan’s imprisonment (Rev 20:1-3) and the other from the 
resurrected saints’ vindication and reign with Christ (Rev 20:4-6).
 In sum, Rev 20:4-6 describes the circumstances during the millennium 
from the vantage point of  Christ and his people, that is, Christ reigns with his 
resurrected and vindicated people for the entire one thousand years, which further 
serves as Satan’s punishment and judgment.
3. The Ultimate Doom of  Satan – Final Judgment (Rev 20:7-10)
 Revelation 20:7-10 describes the circumstances after the millennium. The 
focus in Rev 20:7-10 thus shifts away from the vantage point of  Christ and his saints 
(Rev 20:4-6) and back to the vantage point of  Satan as in Rev 20:1-3. Thus, where 
Rev 20:3 left off  with Satan’s preliminary judgment in prison, Rev 20:7 picks up to 
consummate that judgment later in Rev 20:10.
 Revelation 20:7 begins with the temporal phrase Καὶ ὅταν. This indicates 
that John is now describing the circumstances after the millennium (“Now when 
the thousand years were ended”). All that is said about this is that Satan is released. 
Notice what it does not say. It does not say, “When the thousand years were ended, 
Jesus returned.” Nor does it say, “When the thousand years were ended, the church 
age also ended.” Moreover, it does not say, “When the nations had been completely 
evangelized during the millennium, Jesus came back.” The only thing described 
as being postmillennial (something coming after the millennium) is Satan’s release 
and ultimate doom, not the return of  Christ and not the end of  the church age. 
Moreover,	Rev	20:3	specified	that	this	will	be	only	for	a	short	time	(μικρὸν χρόνον). 
 In Rev 20:8, Satan himself  goes out to deceive the nations once more. He 
no longer has his beast or false prophet to do his bidding for him since Christ threw 
them	into	the	lake	of 	fire	(Rev	19:20).	Revelation	20:3	notes	that	this	was	the	explicit	
purpose for Satan’s imprisonment: “so that he would deceive the nations no more.” 
Yet upon his release, Satan does what he does: he deceives. This demonstrates that 
Satan has not changed his ways.52 In fact, Satan is now worse gathering an even 
larger, innumerable army for the purpose of  war (εἰς τὸν πόλεμον).53
 In Rev 20:9, Satan does the same thing as in Rev 13:7, that is, “to make 
war on the saints and to conquer them.” However, there the beast performed this 
for Satan; here Satan must do it himself  yet he is not allowed “to conquer them.” 
His	innumerable	army	surrounds	the	fortified	camp	of 	the	saints	and	their	beloved	
city	(perhaps	the	new	Jerusalem),	but	God	zaps	them	with	fire	from	heaven.54 Note 
however	that	just	the	army	was	zapped,	not	Satan.	His	final	judgment	occurs	in	the	
following verse.
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	 Revelation	20:10	climaxes	this	unit	(20:1-10)	by	finally	revealing	the	final	
judgment of  Satan. In fact, this is the last mention of  Satan (Devil, ancient serpent, 
dragon)	in	the	Bible.	At	last,	he	receives	his	full	and	final	judgment	and	is	thrown	
into	the	lake	of 	fire	and	sulfur,	“where	the	beast	and	false	prophet	were”	already	
thrown in 19:20. This punishment is eternal torment, “day and night forever and 
ever.” At long last, the great adversary to God and his people is dealt with once 
and for all. There will no longer be an empire that strikes back, nor a Pharaoh who 
demands brick without straw, for ding dong the witch is dead. One nearly expects 
a hallelujah chorus between Rev 20:1-10 and 20:11-15. Yet John presses on to the 
next vision where the last enemy of  humanity (death) is destroyed in 20:11-15. 
Nevertheless,	Jesus’	words	are	finally	realized	here:	“depart	from	me	into	the	eternal	
fire	prepared	for	the	devil	and	his	angels”	(Matt	25:41).
Conclusions
In sum, Rev 20:1-10 says much less about the millennium than proponents 
of  the various eschatological views would have us think. It is a short passage within 
a rapid sequence of  progressive visions in Rev 19:11-21:8, and it functions there as 
the climax of  Satan’s judgment replete with preliminary judgment via imprisonment 
(20:1-3), further insult via the vindication and exaltation of  the saints and martyrs 
(20:4-6),	and	final	judgment	via	eternal	torment	in	the	lake	of 	fire	and	sulfur	(20:7-
10). 
Amillennialism	 finds	 little	 exegetical	 support	 here	 for	 its	 claims	 that	
there is no future millennium either because the millennium represents the present 
church	 age	 (idealist)	 or	 the	 millennium	 was	 already	 fulfilled	 in	 the	 NT	 church	
(preterist). Given the future eschatological context and scenario of  Rev 17:1-21:8, 
amillennialism does not account for this. Furthermore, given the rapid progression 
and sequence of  the visions in 19:11-21:8, again amillennialism does not account 
for this. Rather, amillennialism lifts Rev 20:1-10 out of  its literary and historical 
contexts and analyzes the passage without considering these vital contextual 
components. Concerning the literary context, amillennialism views the third vision 
of  Rev 17:1-21:8 with its sequence of  visions in 19:11-21:8 as unrelated visions, even 
though the text suggests a progressive sequence of  visions intricately connected 
by the progressive judgment upon God’s enemies: from Babylon (Rev 17:1-18:24), 
to the beast and false prophet (Rev 19:11-21), to Satan (Rev 20:1-10), to the rest 
of  the dead and even Death and Hades (Rev 20:11-15). Concerning the historical 
context, amillennialism provides nothing for the churches in Asia Minor who were 
experiencing the intense persecution of  Rome under Domitian, not a victorious 
church age where Satan’s minions had already been destroyed and Satan himself  
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locked and bound.55 Instead, the churches of  Asia Minor were experiencing what 
Peter describes as Satan prowling around like a roaring lion, “looking for someone to 
devour” (1 Pet 5:8); hence the numerous calls to perseverance and faithfulness amid 
persecution and martyrdom throughout Revelation.56 Thus, amillennialism would 
be (1) totally foreign and (2) entirely unhelpful to the recipients of  Revelation. As 
such, amillennialism does not adequately account for the exegetical details of  Rev 
20:1-10. 
Postmillennialism	 also	 finds	 little	 exegetical	 support	 here.	 Given	 that	
the visions of  17:1-21:8 are a progressive sequence of  judgment against God’s 
enemies and given that the coming of  Christ occurs in the vision directly before 
Rev 20:1-10 in Rev 19:11-21 where he destroys the beast and false prophet, 
postmillennialism is shattered.57 The only thing mentioned in Revelation that comes 
after	 the	millennium	 is	 Satan’s	 release,	 final	 deception	 of 	 the	 nations,	 and	 final	
judgment	in	the	lake	of 	fire	and	sulfur	(Rev	20:7-10).	This	is	the	only	thing	that	can	
be spoken of  as postmillennial in Revelation. Furthermore, the nature and activity 
of  the millennium described in Rev 20:1-10 is not that of  world evangelization or 
Christianization. Rather it consists of  Satan’s punishment, the bodily resurrection 
of  God’s people (even the martyrs), and Christ’s reign with his bodily resurrected 
people. Considering NT eschatology, postmillennialism mistakes the cause of  the 
millennium (the evangelization of  the world) for the nature of  the millennium. Put 
another way in Jesus’ words, the good news being preached to the whole world 
will cause the end to come (Matt 24:14), and the end will consist of  the fullness 
of  Christ’s reign and kingdom on earth as it is in heaven. Thus, the evangelization 
of  the world is preparatory for the reign of  Christ, not the reign of  Christ itself. 
Moreover, Rev 20:4-6 suggests a future, eschatological, bodily resurrection for 
God’s people during the millennium, not a spiritual, mystical resurrection in the 
heavenly realms. Thus, postmillennialism does not align with an exegetical reading 
of  Rev 20:1-10. 
Dispensational premillennialism is a theological and biblical disgrace 
which has no footing whatsoever in exegesis of  the Bible. Its one strength is that 
it	affirms	the	exegetical	basis	of 	premillennialism.	However,	to	its	shame,	it	inserts	
rapture	 theology	 into	 the	mix.	This	has	 already	been	 thoroughly	and	 sufficiently	
refuted by Witherington in The Problem with Evangelical Theology and thus it will receive 
no further attention here.58
In contrast to the other three views, historic premillennialism is the only 
millennial view that bears any exegetical resemblance to Rev 20:1-10. Considering 
the literary context, it understands the visions of  19:11-21:8 as a progressive 
sequence suggesting that Christ returns before the millennium thus inaugurating it 
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(19:11-21	then	20:1-10).	It	also	affirms	the	future	bodily	resurrection	of 	the	saints	
from Rev 20:4-6. Considering the historical context, historical premillennialism is 
intelligible and helpful for the churches of  Asia Minor in that it views the millennium 
as vindication for their suffering under Satan’s beast and false prophet. Also, since 
it	affirms	the	literal	and	future	thousand	years,	 it	provides	hope	for	the	churches	
of  Asia Minor that their present and short (42 months) sufferings under the reign 
of  the beast are not worthy of  comparison to “the glory about to be revealed to 
us” (Rom 8:18). It encourages the original recipients of  Revelation to continue in 
keeping the words of  the prophecy by overcoming, persevering, and being faithful 
to Christ (Rev 1:3; 22:7). Not only so, but historic premillennialism is the earliest 
interpretation of  Rev 20:1-10 by the early church. Although Origen (A.D. 185-254) 
and Augustine (A.D. 354-430) later rejected historic premillennialism by developing 
amillennialism, second century church fathers such as Papias (ca. A.D. 70-155), the 
Epistle of  Barnabas (ca. A.D. 70-150), Justin Martyr (ca. 100-165), Irenaeus (ca. A.D. 
130-202), and Tertullian (ca. A.D. 155-220) all shared this premillennial view.59
So then, amillennialism (4th century), postmillennialism (18th century), and 
dispensational premillennialism (19th century) are all later theological developments 
that have very little grounding in an exegetical reading of  Rev 20:1-10. Historic 
premillennialism (2nd century), however, is both exegetically grounded in Rev 20:1-
10 and also represents the earliest interpretation of  Rev 20:1-10 by the early church. 
For these reasons, historic premillennialism is much to be preferred.
The Problem with Wesley’s Postmillennialism
But what exactly was John Wesley’s view of  the millennium? This is an 
extremely challenging task since (1) Wesley’s view on the millennium developed 
throughout his lifetime, (2) Wesley did not often mention or focus upon the 
millennium, and (3) there has been a long and heated debate among Wesleyans 
as to whether he was postmillennial or premillennial (dispensational). It is beyond 
the scope of  this essay is to survey this debate. Others have done so, and thus I 
will simply accept the current consensus among Wesleyan scholars that Wesley was 
ultimately a postmillennialist.60
In his The Problem with Evangelical Theology, Ben Witherington III uniquely 
and	 rightly	 critiques	 the	 exegetical	 foundations	 of 	 the	 five	 primary	 Evangelical	
traditions: Lutheranism, Calvinism, Dispensationalism, Wesleyanism, and 
Pentecostalism. However, as already noted, Witherington grants Wesley exegetical 
immunity on his postmillennial views, letting it slide even though he admits that 
postmillennialism is not based upon an exegetical reading of  Scripture. This is due 
to	the	fact	that	he	does	not	want	to	sass	his	own	mother	since	the	first	words	out	
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of  his mouth were “John Wesley.”61 Although he does indeed critique the Wesleyan 
tradition at points, by and large he argues that there are “fewer weaknesses in the 
Arminian approach to biblical texts than in various other systems of  approach.”62 
While I largely agree with this assessment, Witherington does not take his critique 
of  Wesley’s postmillennialism far enough. In fact, he admits that “The critique I am 
about to offer has more to do with modern Arminianism than with John Wesley’s 
own theology.”63 The problem with this is that John Wesley had exegetical and 
theological problems of  his own. As we shall see, Wesley’s postmillennial view has 
a plethora of  exegetical and theological problems. So if  we are going to scrutinize 
other traditions, we must scrutinize our own all the more in keeping the words of  
Jesus:	“first	take	the	log	out	of 	your	own	eye,	and	then	you	will	see	clearly	to	take	the	
speck out of  your neighbor’s eye” (Matt 7:5). Thus, the following will be an attempt 
to take the postmillennial speck out of  our Wesleyan eye by offering a corrective 
to Wesley’s postmillennialism based upon the above exegesis of  Rev 20:1-10. If  
we truly desire to be homo unius libri like Wesley and uphold sola Scriptura with the 
other Reformers, then we should hold dear our exegesis of  Scripture more than 
our beloved tradition, and allow Scripture to sanctify entirely our beloved tradition. 
Let us now take a closer look at Wesley’s postmillennialism found in his Explanatory 
Notes on Revelation, and see why it is so problematic.64
Wesley’s Explanatory Notes on Revelation 20:1-10
For much of  his life, Wesley found the book of  Revelation puzzling, 
particularly the middle portions of  Rev 4—20. It was not until he read Johann 
Bengel’s work that he discovered some insight for himself. He says,
the intermediate parts I did not study at all for many years: 
as utterly despairing of  understanding them, after the fruitless 
attempts of  so many wise and good men; and perhaps I 
should have lived and died in this sentiment, had I not seen the 
works of  the great Bengelius. But these revived my hopes of  
understanding even the prophecies of  this book: at least many 
of  them in some good degree.65
Wesley admits that he largely follows Bengel verbatim in his notes, although he still 
offers his own insights from a practical and theological standpoint at times: 
All I can do is, partly to translate, partly abridge the most 
necessary of  his observations; allowing myself  the liberty to 
alter some of  them, and to add a few notes where he is not full. 
His text, it may be observed, I have taken almost throughout, 
which I apprehend he has abundantly defended.66
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It is here in his notes on Rev 20:1-10 where Wesley most explicitly expounds his 
view of  the millennium. While the following examination will not be exhaustive, it 
will touch upon each of  Wesley’s major exegetical points.
Concerning the immediate context of  Rev 17:1-21:8, Wesley notes that 
Rev 17:1 has the same introduction as Rev 21:9 and thinks that this signals a contrast 
between “the great whore” and “the wife of  the Lamb.”67 He says that this same 
introduction signals the relationship “in token of  the exact opposition between 
them.”68 Concerning Rev 21:9, he comments, “The same angel had before showed 
him Babylon, chap. xvii, 1, which is directly opposed to the New Jerusalem.”69 Thus, 
Wesley	rightly	understands	that	Rev	17:1-21:8	is	a	clearly	defined	major	unit	(third	
vision) contrasted to the next major unit beginning in Rev 21:9.
Concerning Rev 20:2, Wesley rightly notes that the millennium will 
come after the times of  the beast. As such, he strongly argues for an eschatological 
sequence of  events, namely, that the whole book represents “one continued 
chain of  events.”70 Furthermore, he rightly observes the progressive sequence of  
Satan’s downfall: “Now Satan’s accusing the saints in heaven, his rage on earth, his 
imprisonment in the abyss, his seducing Gog and Magog, and being cast into the 
lake	of 	fire,	evidently	succeed	each	other.”71 Concerning the character of  Satan’s 
imprisonment, he states,
These thousand years bring a new, full, and lasting immunity 
from all outward and inward evils, (the authors of  which are 
now	 removed,)	 and	 an	 affluence	 of 	 all	 blessings.	 But	 such	
a time the church has never yet seen. Therefore it is still to 
come.72
Thus,	 he	 correctly	 identifies	 this	 as	 future,	 not	 a	 present	 millennium	 contra	
amillennialism.
Concerning Rev 20:3, Wesley here expresses humility in his interpretation: 
“How	far	these	expressions	are	to	be	taken	literally,	how	far	figuratively	only,	who	
can tell?”73 Oddly, however, Wesley does not carefully apply the sequence of  events 
stratum which he strongly supported in the previous verse. He says, “Quickly [Satan] 
will be bound: when he is loosed again, the martyrs will live and reign with Christ. 
Then follows his coming in glory, the new heaven, new earth, and new Jerusalem.”74 
Wesley’s sequencing however does not follow the order of  Rev 19:11-21:8. The 
sequence in Revelation places the coming of  Christ before the millennium and the 
loosing of  Satan after the millennial reign of  the saints: the return of  Christ defeats 
the beast and false prophet (Rev 19:11-21); 1,000 year imprisonment of  Satan and 
resurrection	reign	of 	saints	with	Christ	(Rev	20:1-6);	release	and	final	judgment	of 	
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Satan	 (Rev	20:7-10);	final	 judgment	and	defeat	of 	Death	and	Hades	 (Rev	20:11-
15); the new heaven, new earth, and new Jerusalem (Rev 21:1-8). If  the sequence 
of  events should be followed, then Wesley himself  does not do so here. Thus, 
Wesley rightly acknowledges the importance of  the sequencing of  Rev 19:11-21:8, 
but fails to apply it properly for several reasons. First, he says that the martyrs will 
live and reign when Satan is loosed. However, according to Rev 20:4-6, this happens 
concurrently with Satan’s imprisonment in Rev 20:1-3. The real problem is that 
Wesley	sees	two	millennia	here:	a	first	thousand	year	imprisonment	of 	Satan,	and	
a second thousand year reign of  the saints with Christ following the imprisonment 
of  Satan. This seems to be a hyper-literalism: 1,000 years in Rev 20:1-3 and another 
1,000 years in Rev 20:4-6. However, Rev 20:1-6 encompasses one millennium with 
two vantage points: from Satan’s perspective (Rev 20:1-3) and from the saints’ 
perspective (Rev 20:4-6). These are juxtaposed for contrast, not for indicating two 
separate millennia. Furthermore, the phrase “when Satan is loosed” occurs in Rev 
20:7 which is after Rev 20:4-6 dealing with the resurrection and reign of  the saints. 
Thus, Rev 20:7-10 deals with those circumstances after the one millennium of  Rev 
20:1-6.	Second,	Wesley	specifically	claims	that	Christ	returns	after	Satan	is	bound	
and later loosed, and after the reign with the saints. However, there is no mention 
or allusion to the return of  Christ in Rev 20:1-21:8. The only place that Christ’s 
return	 is	specifically	mentioned	 is	 in	Rev	19:11-21,	and	Wesley	himself 	 identifies	
the warrior there as Christ.75 Then follows the millennium (Rev 20:1-6), the release 
and	final	defeat	of 	Satan	 (Rev	20:7-10),	 the	final	 judgment	and	defeat	of 	Death	
and Hades (Rev 20:11-15), and the new creation (Rev 21:1-8). The return of  Christ 
thus inaugurates all these other consummative eschatological events which follow. 
Thus, if  we take seriously the sequencing, then the return of  Christ is before the 
millennium	(premillennial),	and	the	release	and	final	judgment	of 	Satan	is	after	the	
millennium (the only thing postmillennial in Revelation).
Concerning Rev 20:4, Wesley rightly notes the two groups mentioned 
here. He says, “Who, and how many, these are, is not said. But they are distinguished 
from the souls or persons mentioned immediately after; and from the saints already 
raised.”76 He also rightly notes that this is the future bodily resurrection when he 
comments on ἔζησαν saying, “Their souls and bodies being re-united.”77 However, 
Wesley oddly locates this resurrection and reign with Christ in heaven, not on 
earth.78 The problem with this lies not with explicit details but implicit ones. As 
noted above, contextual factors locate this reign upon the earth, not in heaven.
Indeed, the most alarming nuance of  Wesley’s postmillennialism is that he 
proposes two separate millennia: “It must be observed, that two distinct thousand 
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years are mentioned throughout this whole passage.”79 This is quite an anomaly in 
the history of  interpretation on this passage.80 It is clear from an exegetical reading 
of  Rev 20:1-10 that in fact only one millennium is in view here, though from two 
vantage points, Satan’s in Rev 20:1-3 and the saints’ in Rev 20:4-6. However, these 
two distinct millennia allow Wesley to interpret this passage from a postmillennial 
perspective.	 He	 suggests	 that	 the	 first	 millennium	 (Satan’s	 imprisonment	 –	 Rev	
20:1-3) occurs before the second millennium (resurrection and reign of  saints with 
Christ	 –	Rev	 20:4-6).	Chronologically,	 the	first	millennium	 thus	 ends	 before	 the	
end of  human history, whereas the second millennium begins sometime before 
the end of  history and ends after it with the general resurrection.81 Moreover, he 
says	that	the	church	will	flourish	during	the	first	millennium	in	fulfillment	of 	Rev	
10:7 when the gospel will spread all throughout the world and be Christianized. In 
contrast, he says that “men on earth will be careless and secure” during the second 
millennium when the saints reign with Christ in heaven. Christ, then, returns after 
all of  this. This is problematic for several reasons. First and foremost, there is only 
one millennium in Rev 20:1-6, not two. If  the context was not clear enough, Rev 
20:7	clarifies	even	more	with	the	anaphoric	use	of 	the	definite	τὰ χίλια article ἔτη.82 
Second, these visions in Rev 19:11-21:8 are future eschatological events and assume 
the	end	of 	history.	For	Wesley	to	suggest	that	the	first	millennium	includes	time	
prior	 to	 the	end	of 	history	flies	 in	 the	 face	of 	 the	consummative,	eschatological	
nature of  this passage. If  Rev 19:11-21:8 is not dealing with the actual end of  history 
(eschatological), then I do not know what is. Third, Rev 20:1-3 does not mention the 
church	or	its	flourishing	at	all.	While	it	does	make	explicit	that	deception	will	cease	
during the millennium, that therefore does not mean that it is the church growing 
as they preach the gospel to the whole world prior to the end of  all things. Wesley 
is reading quite a bit extra into these verses in this regard. Fourth, Rev 20:4-6 says 
nothing about the negative condition of  people during the “second” millennium. 
Rather, the implication is positive, since the nations will be subdued under Christ’s 
leadership and law with the saints. Fifth, as noted above, the context suggests that 
the millennium will occur on the earth, not in heaven as Wesley purports. Even 
if 	one	were	to	grant	Wesley	the	benefit	of 	the	doubt	concerning	the	two	distinct	
millennia, his explanation of  these two passages (20:1-3; 4-6) is far from the details 
of  the text and in fact brings many additions which are not present in the text.
Concerning Rev 20:5, Wesley asserts here that, “both the imprisonment 
of  Satan and his loosing are transacted in the invisible world,” and thus, “neither 
the	beginning	of 	the	first,	nor	of 	the	second	thousand,	will	be	known	to	the	men	
upon earth.”83 This is quite a strange notion that goes far beyond the text of  Rev 
20:5. Moreover, other NT eschatological passages would indicate that the return of  
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Christ (Rev 19:11-21) and other eschatological events would be visible and known 
to all, not some secret hidden from humanity (Matt 24:27-31).84 Wesley claims, 
“By	observing	 these	 two	distinct	 thousand	 years,	many	 difficulties	 are	 avoided.”	
However,	from	an	exegetical	standpoint,	they	actually	create	more	difficulties	than	
solve.
Concerning	 Rev	 20:7,	 Wesley	 asserts	 that	 the	 first	 resurrection	 will	
begin when Satan is loosed: “at the loosing of  Satan, the saints begin to reign with 
Christ.”85 No such thing is in the text of  Rev 20:1-10 however. Satan’s imprisonment 
and the saints’ reign occur during the same millennium. Wesley goes so far as to 
translate Rev 20:7 as, “And when the former	 thousand	years	are	fulfilled.”86 There 
is	no	“former”	in	the	text.	In	fact,	the	use	of 	the	definite	article	here	is	anaphoric,	
pointing back to the thousand years discussed in Rev 20:1-6.
Conclusions
 In sum, while Wesley certainly had several things right about the 
exegesis of  Rev 20:1-10, he nevertheless got many important matters wrong. The 
largest mistake he makes is following Bengel’s dual millennium which is a gross 
misinterpretation of  the text of  Rev 20:1-10 and an anomaly in the history of  
interpretation. In all fairness, he does depend upon one of  the leading Bible 
scholars	of 	his	time,	yet	Bengel’s	interpretation	of 	Revelation	has	many	red	flags,	
namely, his prognostications and anomalous interpretation of  the millennium. Now 
given	 the	 interpretive	 difficulties	 and	 controversies	 surrounding	 Revelation	 and	
the millennium particularly, it is shocking that Wesley did not defer to the early 
church’s interpretation of  historic premillennialism. This was the view of  the early 
Greek fathers whom Wesley greatly cherished, highly revered, and was intimately 
acquainted with.87 Yet he all but ignores them here. Thus, this exegetical mistake and 
abandonment of  the early church allows for Wesley to insert his own 18th century 
experience	of 	optimism	 about	 the	 spread	of 	Christianity	 and	 the	flourishing	of 	
the church into this passage. This postmillennial notion however would have been 
entirely foreign to the original recipients of  Revelation. Their experience was 
one of  the prostitute Babylon covering the earth with her fornications and being 
drunk	with	the	blood	of 	the	saints	(Rev	17:1-6),	not	of 	Christianity	flourishing	and	
spreading	like	wild	fire.	This	book	was	written	to	an	oppressed	Christianity	when	
Rome (Domitian) was suppressing their witness by martyrdom and persecution. 
Furthermore, Revelation does not depict the world being Christianized, rather the 
whole world joins forces with God’s enemies against God and his people. Optimism 
then for the churches of  Asia Minor lies not in some eschatological period when the 
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world will be Christianized prior to the return of  Christ, rather its hope is the second 
coming of  Jesus who will come soon (Rev 22:7, 12) to defeat the oppressive beast 
and false prophet (Rev 19:11-21), and to judge Satan for his harsh treatment of  
God’s	people	(Rev	20:1-10).	The	church	will	flourish	when	Christ	returns	bringing	
his bride her resurrection and vindication. In other words, the church’s hope is, 
“See, I am coming soon!” (Rev 22:7, 12), not “You are going to Christianize the 
entire world.” The coming of  Christ inaugurates the overthrow of  the beast (Rev 
19:11-21) and the judgment of  Satan (Rev 20:1-10), thus vindicating his oppressed 
and persecuted people. If  Wesley had consistently applied the progressive sequence 
which he so contends for, he would have seen that Christ’s return (Rev 19:11-21) 
occurs before the millennium (Rev 20:1-10) in the sequence of  Rev 19:11-21:8, and 
thus that postmillennialism is not based upon Scripture. 
Overall, a misreading of  Scripture, an abandonment of  the early 
church’s position, and Wesley’s experience of  18th century optimism and revivalism 
contributed to his postmillennial view. In his defense, Wesley was a product of  
his environment as all are, and his desire was certainly not to twist or misinterpret 
Scripture. Furthermore, he should be commended for even attempting to interpret 
Revelation, since (1) he admits that he did not understand it all that clearly, and 
(2) not even John Calvin wrote a commentary on Revelation. Also, he should be 
commended for viewing the grace of  God as so immense that it could actually 
transform the entire world for a millennium prior to Christ’s return. This 
demonstrates a great amount of  faith in God and his own passion to see God’s 
salvation in Christ come to the whole world. Such would truly be a miracle and we 
welcome such a move of  God. However, we recognize that such an outpouring of  
grace	and	growth	of 	the	church	would	not	be	a	fulfillment	of 	Rev	20:1-10.
Historic Premillennialism for 21st Century Wesleyanism
 So where do we go from here? If  Wesley’s postmillennial interpretation 
of  Rev 20:1-10 was mistaken, what does this mean for Wesleyans today, and how 
should we move forward both in theology and missions?
Implications for Wesleyan Theology
 First, regarding theology, massive changes, both positive and negative, 
have occurred in the world since the optimism of  the 18th century. On the one hand, 
there have been great advances in medicine, engineering, architecture, technology, 
and so forth. On the other hand, there have been severe digressions in morality 
and worldview. Overall, the paradigm has shifted from optimism (18th century) 
to pessimism (20th century onward) primarily because of  the wreckage from 
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the world wars of  the 20th century. In other words, the optimism which spurred 
postmillennialism (not exegesis or tradition) was utterly shattered by the 19th and 
especially 20th centuries. Tenney comments, 
Apart from lack of  Scriptural support for this interpretation, 
its optimism suffered a severe blow with the opening of  the 
first	world	war	in	1914…the	even	bloodier	second	world	war	
of  1939-1945 destroyed the illusion of  inevitable progress and 
of  the gradual conquest of  the world by the gospel.88
Postmillennialism’s optimism did not, cannot, and should not survive in the 21st 
century and onward. Our experience today as 21st century people tells us that things 
in the world have gotten and are getting worse. The trend of  morality has been in 
strong	decline	for	decades.	The	evening	news	is	filled	with	accounts	of 	murder,	rape,	
abuse, fraud, embezzlement, theft, and political division and upheaval. Also, the rise 
of  postmodernism has instilled a deep mistrust of  authority, mass skepticism and 
cynicism, unchecked pluralism, narcissism, and extreme individualism today. The 
world is not becoming a better place, and it most certainly is not being Christianized. 
If  anything, it is moving in the opposite direction of  Christianization. Ironically, 
postmillennialism does not comport with our post-world war, postmodern, or post-
Christian era of  the 21st century. In that vein, Tenney states,
The old optimism has been eclipsed by a hopelessness that is 
quite its opposite, and the postmillennial concept of  a world 
rapidly on its way to realizing the kingdom of  God as the latter 
is	defined	in	the	New	Testament	has	proved	illusory.	One	does	
not have to be an incurable pessimist to admit that the world 
is not becoming progressively better, nor must he renounce 
all optimism if  he believes that the only remedy lies in the 
intervention of  God according to the program which He has 
provided.89
Rightly so. Now this does not therefore mean that all hope and optimism are 
abandoned, rather that the center of  our optimism must shift from ourselves 
building the millennial kingdom here and now (postmillennialism) to Jesus bringing 
the millennial kingdom at his second coming (historic premillennialism). While the 
21st	century	may	be	filled	with	uncertainty,	skepticism,	and	narcissism	(pessimism),	
the church (Wesleyans included) must continually hold out its hope to the world 
(optimism) that Jesus will come again to establish his millennial kingdom on earth 
as it is in heaven and vindicate his people from the wiles of  the devil. This is the 
hope that the 21st century needs, and the reminder that the church needs, Wesleyans 
included. It is too farfetched for 21st century Christians to put that much trust 
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in humanity to sustain something so good (Christ’s reign) on earth for an entire 
millennium. Yet the almighty God through Christ can bring about such a good 
thing, which is in fact what Scripture (Rev 17:1-21:8) and tradition (early church) 
attests to anyways. Thus, Wesleyans (and the church universal) should abandon 
postmillennialism altogether, because it is not rooted in Scripture, tradition, reason, 
or our experience as 21st century people. 
The alternative then is historic premillennialism since it is rooted in 
exegesis of  Scripture (Rev 20:1-10), the earliest church tradition on the millennium 
(2nd century), reason, and our experience in the 21st century. Its pessimism bears a 
much closer resemblance to the world of  the 21st century, although it is not merely 
pessimistic. While it admits the reality that the world is not right and getting worse 
(pessimism), it nevertheless holds the hope that Jesus’ coming which inaugurates 
the millennium and beyond will right all wrongs and renew all things (optimism). 
Historic premillennialism thus accounts for the “already, not yet” nature of  the 
kingdom of  God, and views the pessimism-optimism issue as both-and instead 
of  either-or. For these reasons, Wesleyan theology therefore must abandon 
postmillennialism and embrace historic premillennialism in the 21st century and 
onward.
Implications for Wesleyan Missions
Second, regarding missions, postmillennialism is not a viable theology 
to base our mission work on. On the surface, it might be disappointing and even 
difficult	for	Wesleyan	missionaries	to	give	up	postmillennialism	since	its	emphasis	
upon evangelism was so intricate to the missionary movements of  the past few 
centuries. But solid theology must undergird the church’s mission and ministry 
to the world. What then does historic premillennialism mean for Wesleyan 
missions today? First, historic premillennialism takes the weight of  the world off  
missionaries which postmillennialism has set upon them. In other words, it is not 
up to missionaries to accomplish the insurmountable task of  building the kingdom 
of  God upon earth, rather Christ will do that at his second coming. Second, historic 
premillennialism offers hope and understanding to 21st century missionaries who 
do not see the optimistic plethora of  revivals which the 18th and 19th centuries 
saw. Postmillennialism in a post-world war, postmodern, post-Christian age would 
certainly create deep discouragement to missionaries of  the 21st century. Historic 
premillennialism however has a realist approach which understands that the world 
will not be Christianized, though it will be evangelized (Matt 24:14). Third, historic 
premillennialism does not mean that missions and evangelism should be abandoned. 
After all, it was faithfulness to proclaim the testimony of  Jesus and word of  God 
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which	landed	John	on	the	island	of 	Patmos	in	the	first	place	(Rev	1:2,	9).	Missions	
led him to encounter the visions of  Revelation, including the millennium of  Rev 
20:1-10. The work of  the gospel is still to be done, although opposition to it may 
increase, even the kind experienced by the recipients of  Revelation. Furthermore, 
historic	 premillennialism	 affirms	 Jesus’	 saying	 in	Matt	 24:14	 that	 the	 gospel	 of 	
the kingdom must be preached in the whole world, and then the end will come. 
Evangelism and missions, then, are the precursor to the coming of  Christ and his 
millennial kingdom, not the millennium itself  as postmillennialism purports. Thus, 
historic premillennialism should fuel missions and evangelism.
To say the least, historic premillennialism and even eschatology in general 
is vitally important to missions. It is as C. S. Lewis once famously said,
If 	you	read	history	you	will	find	that	the	Christians	who	did	
most for the present world were just those who thought most 
of  the next…It is since Christians have largely ceased to think 
of  the other world that they have become so ineffective in 
this.90
So then, I contend that historic premillennialism is the only viable path forward for 
Wesleyan theology and missions in the 21st century.
Conclusion
So what is the problem with Wesley’s postmillennialism? It is not 
supported by an exegetical reading of  Rev 20:1-10 (Scripture); it is not rooted in the 
early church (tradition); and it is largely based upon the optimism and revivalism of  
the 18th century which was all but shattered by the 20th century (experience). For 
Wesleyans who strive to uphold Scripture as the norming norm along with tradition, 
reason, and experience, it is vital that we abandon Wesley’s postmillennialism 
since it aligns with none of  these. Rather, Wesleyans should embrace historic 
premillennialism since it is the only viable option that does exegetical justice to Rev 
20:1-10, takes seriously the early church’s view, and accords with our experience in 
the 21st	century.	This	was	the	faith	of 	the	first	and	second	century	churches	(NT	and	
apostolic fathers), and it should also be ours today.
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of  the main verbs there. However, as argued below, most likely two groups are in 
view in Rev 20:4-6.
 34 Tenney, Revelation, 82.
 35 W. Bauer, F. W. Danker, W. F. Arndt, and F. W. Gingrich, A Greek-
English Lexicon of  the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature (3d ed.; 
Chicago: University of  Chicago, 2000), 737-39.
 36 Further evidence of  this comes from Rev 17:3, which locates vision 
three (17:1—21:8) “in the wilderness.” Tenney, Revelation, 82. Also, the nations are 
still intact during and after the millennium (20:3, 8). The location is not explicit, but 
can be deduced through implication.
 37 Witherington also notes that the rest of  the NT depicts Satan as alive 
and well during this present evil age. Witherington, Revelation, 247.
 38 Tobit 8:3; T. Levi 18:12.
 39 Daniel B. Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics: An Exegetical Syntax 
of  the New Testament (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1996), 201-203. Wallace notes that 
the accusative of  time “answers the question ‘How long?’” Wallace, Greek, 201.
 40 He says, “The number, then, of  those whom Xerxes son of  Darius led 
as	far	as	the	Sepiad	headland	and	Thermopylae	was	five	million,	two	hundred	and	
eighty-three thousand, two hundred and twenty” (Hist. 7.186.2). Herodotus, The 
Histories (trans. John Marincola; Penguin Classics; New York: Penguin Books, 2003).
 41 See below my further comments on Rev 20:4 regarding this discussion.
 42 As noted below, the only thing revealed about what happens after the 
millennium	is	Satan’s	release	and	final	judgment	(20:3,	7-10).	Thus,	the	only	thing	
postmillennial	in	Revelation	is	Satan’s	release	and	final	judgment;	there	is	no	talk	of 	
Christ’s return after the millennium nor of  the world being evangelized during the 
millennium.
 43 This assumes either an implied εἶδον or that τὰς ψυχὰς is the second 
accusative direct object of  the main verb εἶδον.
 44 Rev 7:13-17; 12:1-13:18; 17:1-18:24.
 45 See MSS 1006, 1841, 2050 with a minor difference, a few miniscule 
MSS other than the Majority text (pc), the IX century OL ar, and the VIII century 
father Beatus of  Liebana. E. Nestle and K. Aland et al., eds, Novum Testamentum 
Graece (27th ed. 1993; Repr., Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2006).
 46 “For the Lord himself  with a cry of  a command, with the archangel’s 
call and with the sound of  God’s trumpet, will descend from heaven, and the dead 
in Christ will rise first” (1 Thess 4:16; emphasis added). Also, he says in 1 Cor 15:23-
26,	 “But	 each	 in	his	own	order:	Christ	 the	first	 fruits,	 then	 at	his	 coming	 those	
who belong to Christ. Then comes the end, when he hands over kingdom to God 
the Father, after he has destroyed every ruler and every authority and power. For 
he must reign until he has put all his enemies under his feet. The last enemy to be 
destroyed is death.” 
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 47 Ladd, Revelation, 263.
 48 Whether it is spiritual or bodily resurrection. Here are those who argue 
that it is spiritual: Mulholland, Revelation, 309-10; Morris, Revelation, 247; Beale, 
Revelation, 1000-1021. Here are those who argue it is bodily, physical resurrection: 
Mounce, Revelation, 356; Ladd, Revelation, 265-66; Robertson, Word Pictures, 459; 
Keener, Revelation, 464; Aune, Revelation 17-22, 1089; Witherington, Revelation, 249; 
Ben Witherington III, Revelation and the End Times (Nashville: Abingdon, 2010), 92-
95. Evidence is much stronger for the latter.
 49 Note also the monadic absence of  the article. Thus, the thousand years 
is	the	unique,	one	of 	a	kind	millennium.	It	is	not	an	indefinite,	undefined	thousand	
years, it is “the one and only” thousand years (millennium). Wallace, Greek Grammar, 
248-49.
 50 There are 12,000 months in 1,000 years. Mathematically, that means 
that the beast’s reign would last less than 1% of  Christ’s reign (exactly 0.35%). Of  
course, the point is not mathematical, but the math helps one see the immense 
disproportion John is painting with this contrast.
 51 Note that nothing is said regarding the extent of  their resurrection, 
but only regarding the length of  their reign. Their resurrection lasts forever, though 
their reign is temporary until as Paul says, “Then comes the end, when he hands 
over the kingdom to God the Father, after he has destroyed every ruler and every 
authority and power” (1 Cor 15:24).
 52 Keener, Revelation, 467; Mounce, Revelation, 361.
 53 This is the purpose use of  εἰς. BDAG, 290.
 54 Some scholars think this refers to the new Jerusalem, whereas others do 
not. Witherington rightly notes that it is ambiguous since John does not make this 
explicit. Witherington, Revelation, 251.
 55 Tenney says this of  Augustine’s amillennialism and Whitby’s 
postmillennialism: “Neither of  these views did justice to the command of  the New 
Testament to ‘watch’ for the return of  Christ. If  according to their theology His 
advent is to be preceded by at least a thousand years of  peace and righteousness, 
which in turn are the result of  a long process of  spiritual or social evolution, it could 
scarcely be of  imminent concern to the Christians of  New Testament times or of  
today.” Tenney, Revelation, 150.
 56 Rev 1:9; 2:2, 10, 19; 3:10; 13:10; 14:12.
 57 Even Paul thinks that Jesus’ coming will destroy an end-time Antichrist 
figure	(2	Thess	2).	Notice	that	he	does	not	destroy	Satan	at	his	coming,	but	Satan’s	
man of  lawlessness equivalent to the beast in Revelation. In Revelation, this is 
before the millennium (19:11-21), not after (20:7-10).
 58 Witherington, Problem, 109-77. I will make one minor comment. There 
is no pretribulation rapture theology in the book of  Revelation or in the NT. In 
fact, John is crystal clear that God’s people (Jew and Gentile in Christ) will endure 
the persecution of  the beast and false prophet. If  that were not the case, then 
what would be the point of  John’s repeated exhortations and encouragements to 
persevere under these great trials and persecutions from the beast? Dispensational 
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premillennialism	 finds	 no	 exegetical	 grounding	 in	 Rev	 20:1-10	 and	 its	 focus	 on	
pretribulation rapture would be meaningless to the churches in Asia Minor. Thus, 
this position does not align with an exegesis of  Rev 20:1-10.
 59 Both Papias and Irenaeus even had close connections with the seven 
churches of  Revelation.
 60 Here are those who conclude that Wesley was postmillennial: Kenneth 
J. Collins, The Theology of  John Wesley: Holy Love and the Shape of  Grace (Nashville: 
Abingdon, 2007), 316; Jerry L. Mercer, “The Destiny of  Man in John Wesley’s 
Eschatology,” Wesleyan Theological Journal 2 (1967): 56-65 at 60; Howard A. Snyder, 
“The Holy Reign of  God,” Wesleyan Theological Journal 24 (1989): 74-90 at 79; J. 
Kenneth Grider, A Wesleyan-Holiness Theology (Kansas City, MO: Beacon Hill Press, 
1994), 532-40; 
Here is the strongest and most often cited source that Wesley was premillennial: 
Nathaniel West, “John Wesley a Premillenarian,” The Christian Worker Magazine 27 
(1916): 96-101.
Here are those who are undecided: Kenneth D. Brown, “John Wesley: Post or 
Premillennialist?,” Methodist History 28 (1989): 33-41; William M. Greathouse, “John 
Wesley’s View of  the Last Things,” in The Second Coming: A Wesleyan Approach to the 
Doctrine of  Last Things (ed. H. Ray Dunning; Kansas City, MO: Beacon Hill Press, 
1995), 139-60; 
Here are those who discuss Wesley’s eschatology but do not cite his millennial view: 
Douglas	W.	Ruffle,	“Holiness	and	Happiness	Shall	Cover	the	Earth:	Trajectories	of 	
Wesley’s Theology of  Mission Evangelization,” Quarterly Review 19 (1999): 73-82; W. 
Strawson, “Wesley’s Doctrine of  the Last Things,” London Quarterly & Holborn Review 
184 (1959): 240-49; Thomas C. Oden, John Wesley’s Scriptural Christianity: A Plain 
Exposition of  His Teaching on Christian Doctrine, (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1994), 
345-59; A. Skevington Wood, The Burning Heart: John Wesley: Evangelist (Lexington, 
KY: Emeth, 2007); William M. Greathouse and H. Ray Dunning, An Introduction 
to Wesleyan Theology (Kansas City, MO: Beacon Hill Press, 1989), 117-21; Steven J. 
O’Malley,	 “Pietist	 Influences	 in	 the	Eschatological	Thought	of 	 John	Wesley	 and	
Jürgen Moltmann,” Wesleyan Theological Journal 29 (1994): 127-39. O’Malley says that 
Wesley took a stance on the millennium but he never distinguishes which view 
Wesley took.
Nevertheless,	 a	 few	words	 of 	 clarification	 are	 necessary	 concerning	 this	 debate.	
First, much of  the terminology in the literature from the nineteenth and twentieth 
centuries do not distinguish between the “historic” premillennialism of  the early 
church and the “new/modern/dispensational” premillennialism from John Nelson 
Darby in the 19th century. Many during this period argued that Wesley was of  the 
latter designation, purporting that Wesley’s father Samuel, his brother Charles, 
the Moravians, John Fletcher, Thomas Coke, and Francis Asbury were all strong 
“new premillennialist.” West, “Premillenarian,” 98. Newport, in fact, has rightly 
identified	premillennial	(though	not	dispensational)	tendencies	in	Charles	Wesley’s	
writings and hymns, but admits that Charles was an anomaly in this regard in early 
Methodism. Kenneth G. C. Newport, “Premillennialism in the Early Writings of  
Charles Wesley,” Wesleyan Theological Journal 32 (1997): 85-106.
The major problem with the notion that Wesley was dispensational premillennialism 
is that dispensationalism did not develop until after the American Civil War (1861-
1865),	nearly	seventy-five	years	after	Wesley’s	death	in	1791.	Moreover,	a	difficulty	
lies	 in	 distinguishing	 between	 fact	 and	 fiction	 within	 these	 often	 heated	 and	
contentious arguments. Frequently claims were made, yet hard evidence was not 
always presented, which muddies the waters all the more. 
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One of  the most noteworthy resisters to those claiming Wesley was a new 
premillennialist was Daniel Steele. In his A Substitute for Holiness, Steele argued 
vehemently against this dispensational premillennialism not the least of  which 
because (1) it was not the view of  Wesley, and (2) it was promoting antinomianism, 
something entirely antithetical to the holiness movement. Daniel Steele, A Substitute 
for Holiness (New York: Garland, 1984), 271-326. Unfortunately, Steele’s efforts 
along with others to resist the view that Wesley was a dispensational premillennialist 
failed. The holiness movement’s eschatology soon shifted to dispensationalism and 
as	Harold	Raser	notes,	“One	can	hardly	find	an	open	defense	of 	postmillennialism	in	
Holiness circles after 1931.” Harold Raser, “Views on Last Things in the American 
Holiness Movement,” in The Second Coming: A Wesleyan Approach to the Doctrine of  Last 
Things (ed. H. Ray Dunning; Kansas City, MO: Beacon Hill Press, 1995), 184. Only 
in recent decades have Wesleyan scholars recaptured Wesley’s postmillennialism (see 
Collins, Mercer, Snyder, and Grider).
 61 Witherington, Problem, 181.
 62 Witherington, Problem, 181.
 63 Witherington, Problem, 182.
 64 I will not examine his sermon The General Spread of  the Gospel in this 
essay. It is quite an oddity from my reading of  this sermon that scholars have so 
quickly	 identified	 it	 as	 further	 evidence	 of 	 Wesley’s	 postmillennialism.	 Contra	
Witherington, Wesley makes no mention of  the millennium at all within this sermon 
(Witherington, Problem, 188-89). The only possible reasoning that scholars suggest 
this,	from	my	understanding,	is	that	he	cites	a	paraphrased,	conflated	version	of 	Rev	
21:23 and Rev 22:5. The problem with identifying this as Wesley connecting this to 
the millennium is twofold. First, these two passages do not speak of  the millennium, 
which only occurs in Rev 20:1-10, and Wesley himself  does not think that Rev 21:23 
and Rev 22:5 are speaking of  the millennium, but rather eternity. He interprets the 
new Jerusalem to be part of  the eternity of  the new heavens and new earth, not 
the millennium. In his note on Rev 21:2, Wesley states, “This city is wholly new, 
belonging not to this world, not to the millennium, but to eternity.” Secondly, this 
brief 	conflated	Scripture	citation	occurs	at	the	very	end	of 	his	sermon	(point	26)	
and within a long catena of  Scripture citations primarily from Isaiah. So then, his 
paraphrased Revelation citation is just one among many in a long continuous list 
of  other Scripture citations which do not relate to the millennium, and he was not 
attempting to expound upon the millennium.
Now of  course, the content of  this sermon is another matter entirely. What Wesley 
says about the spread of  Christianity throughout the whole world is neither contrary 
to Scripture nor does it promote a certain type of  millennialism. Wesley’s main point 
is that the gospel will keep spreading throughout the earth, particularly the holiness 
movement. He is optimistic that the world will be converted because the people 
throughout the earth will see the holiness of  God’s people, which will convince 
them of  the truth of  the Gospel. What is hindering this move of  God is primarily 
nominal Christianity that claims Christ as Lord yet sins like a sailor. Wesley dreamed 
of  the day when the heathen will no longer say of  Christians, “Christian man take 
my wife; Christian man much drunk: Christian man kill man! Devil-Christian! Me no 
Christian.” Instead, Wesley desired to see, “how far the Christians exceed their own 
countrymen in whatsoever things are lovely and of  good report, they will adopt a 
very different language, and say, Angel-Christian! The holy lives of  the Christians 
will be an argument they will not know how to resist: Seeing the Christians steadily 
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and uniformly practice what is agreeable to the law written in their own hearts, 
their prejudices will quickly die away, and they will gladly receive “the truth as it is 
in Jesus” (22). This sermon then is less about a certain view of  eschatology, and 
even less about a certain view of  the millennium, but rather is much more about 
exhorting Christians to live holy lives as a means of  evangelization. So then, this 
sermon only displays Wesley’s optimism for the spread of  Christianity via Christian 
holiness, but does not expound Wesley’s postmillennial view.
 65 John Wesley, Explanatory Notes upon the New Testament (Salem, OH: 
Schmul, 1976), Preface to Revelation.
 66 Wesley, Notes, Preface to Revelation. Although Wesley was following 
one	the	best	biblical	scholars	of 	his	time,	Bengel’s	approach	to	Revelation	was	flawed	
in many respects. Though grammatically and textually sound, he was essentially a 
historicist in his approach to Revelation, that is, he viewed Rev 4-20 as a prophecy 
foretelling the entire history of  the church up until the return of  Christ at the end 
of  history. Thus, every detail in Revelation corresponds to events and people in 
church history. This approach has many problem not the least of  which that it 
would be meaningless to the original recipients of  Revelation. Another problem 
with Bengel’s eschatology is that he was a prognosticator, who predicted that the 
millennium would begin in 1836. While Wesley rejected his prognostications and 
admitted that he himself  knew nothing of  the timing of  eschatological events, he 
nonetheless followed the exegesis of  a man given to predicting the end of  the 
world. This should give cause for concern for any person desiring to be homo unius 
libri.
 67 Wesley, Notes, Rev 17:1.
 68 Wesley, Notes, Rev 17:1.
 69 Wesley, Notes, Rev 21:9.
 70 Wesley, Notes, Rev 20:2.
 71 Wesley, Notes, Rev 20:2.
 72 Wesley, Notes, Rev 20:2.
 73 Wesley, Notes, Rev 20:3.
 74 Wesley, Notes, Rev 20:3.
 75 Wesley, Notes, Rev 19:11-21.
 76 Wesley, Notes, Rev 20:4.
 77 Wesley, Notes, Rev 20:4.
 78 It is odd because resurrected bodies are not for mere heavenly existence, 
but new earthly living in the new creation.
 79 Wesley, Notes, Rev 20:4. He follows Bengel here verbatim: “Two 
millennial periods are mentioned in this whole passage, each three times.” Bengel, 
Word Studies, 921.
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 80	Bengel	notes	opposition	to	his	view:	“Lange	wrote,	‘that	he	finds	no	
foundation for two periods of  a thousand years, either in the text, or in fact, or in 
the connection of  the parts of  the Apocalypse.’” Bengel, Word Studies, 921. Lange 
was right.
 81 In this regard, he follows Bengel verbatim again.
 82	It	could	possibly	also	be	the	monadic	use	of 	the	definite	article.	The	
anarthrous uses are probably the monadic absence of  the article. Whether monadic 
or anaphoric, it still infers one millennium, not multiple millennia. Bengel wrongly 
identifies	this	as	a	generic	demonstrative	use	pointing	out	“the	former	of 	the	two	
subjects or periods of  a thousand years.” Bengel, Word Studies, 922.
 83 Wesley, Notes, Rev 20:5.
 84 The return of  Christ will be visible to all; the unknown factor is the 
timing (Matt 24:36). 
 85 Wesley, Notes, Rev 20:7.
 86 Emphasis added.
 87 Don Thorsen, The Wesleyan Quadrilateral: Scripture, Tradition, Reason, & 
Experience as a Model of  Evangelical Theology (Lexington, KY: Emeth Press, 2005), 96.
 88 Tenney, Revelation, 150.
 89 Tenney, Revelation, 151.
 90 C. S. Lewis, The Complete C. S. Lewis Signature Classics (San Francisco: 
HarperSanFrancisco, 2002), 112.
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A Word of  Testimony2
 The experience of  displacement,3 that is, leaving behind what is normal, 
comfortable, and known to experience foreignness and discomfort, changes your 
perspective of  life. I confess, such has been my experience since I moved to the 
USA in January of  2011.4 What I quickly relearned5 was that, social interactions and 
relationships are central to our humanness –in other words, relationships make us 
human. In addition, I also reaffirmed,	that,	the	foundation	of 	such	relational	nature	
originates from God’s image imprinted in creation. 
 My move to this nation responds to the God-given opportunity to expand 
my	theological	education,	first	as	a	graduate	student	and	now	in	post-graduate	work.	
It is during this educational journey that I became acquainted with the concept of  
a relational God through my mentors and professors at the Pentecostal Theological 
Seminary in Cleveland, TN and through the writings of  Wesleyan scholars. Perhaps, 
the	first	time	I	came	across	such	a	thought	was	by	reading	Randy	Maddox.	For	me,	
God’s relational nature is summarized in the following phrase found in his book 
Responsible Grace, “I discerned in Wesley’s work an abiding concern to preserve the 
vital	 tension	 between	 two	 truths	 that	 he	 viewed	 as	 co-definitive	 of 	Christianity:	
without God’s grace, we cannot be saved; while without our … participation, God’s 
grace will not save.”6 According to Maddox, through salvation, though preveniently 
offered by God to creation, God offers us the opportunity to respond to such 
an invitation. On the one hand, this speaks of  God and human relationality. 
Christine Pohl’s work on Christian hospitality has also been central in shaping my 
understanding of  relational theology from a Wesleyan perspective. In her assessment 
of  Wesley, she understood that to avoid falling into an abstract understanding of  
hospitality, Wesley insisted “on close face-to-face interactions with the poor and 
needy persons of  English society.”7 This, on the other hand, stresses human-to-
human relationality.
 Unequivocally, the church has usually emphasized the Divine-human 
relationality. However, I understand that we are living in a time where the church’s 
commitment to the human-to-human relationality is questioned. As a result, there 
is a present need of  rediscovering what does it mean to be face-to-face with others. 
This rediscovery will not only have great missiological implications, which I believe 
is central to any Christian task, but also, to paraphrase John Wesley, it has deep 
implications for experiencing the fullness of  life.8 However, intolerance, fear, and 
indifference are shifting the tectonic foundations of  the Christian movement taking 
us to a state of  non-relationality, which I believe, co-opts the very heart of  the missio 
Dei.9
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 With this in mind, let me sketch how the argument of  this article 
is	 structured.	 The	 first	 section	 describes	 how	 I	 see	 John	 Wesley	 contributing	
to a relational theological perspective. Then, I will suggest a reading of  Paul’s 
Christological hymn in Philippians through a relational perspective. Finally, I will 
recommend	some	 implications	 for	affirming	 the	 relational	nature	of 	 the	church.	
I	 pray	 that	 this	 article	 helps	 us	 reflect	 upon	 the	 relational	 characteristic	 of 	 the	
Christian	 life,	 and	 find	ways	 by	which	we	 are	 able	 to	 embody	 such	 a	 relational	
character in our biblical, theological, and ministerial endeavors. 
Relational Theology in Wesley’s Writings
 If  my reading of  John Wesley is right, the relational character of  his 
theology is rooted in the Personhood of  God.10 In section II.3 of  the sermon, The 
Law Established through Faith, II, Wesley contrasts faith with love. Vehemently, he 
warns against the idea that faith precedes love. In the midst of  this appeal, he then 
states the following regarding love and God, “But there was [a place] for love. Love 
existed from eternity, in God, the great ocean of  love. Love had a place in all the 
children of  God, from the moment of  their creation. They received at once from 
their gracious Creator to exist, and to love.”11
	 There	are	two	things	that	I	find	interesting	in	this	quote.	First,	creation	
is nothing else than an act of  love. God created out of  love! According to Wesley, 
God demonstrated his love to all by calling all things into existence. By doing this, 
all creation entered into an existing relationship within the triune God. But even 
more, God not only created, but as the writer of  Hebrews reminds us, he “upholds 
all things by the word of  His power (Heb. 1:3).” 12 Secondly, Wesley connects the 
existence of  that which has been created with the response-ability to love. Thus, we 
were not created just to exist, but to love God and one another. This point takes 
us to Wesley’s understanding of  the imago Dei. He explains clearly this connection 
between creation and love in another of  his sermons, The Image of  God. In it he 
affirms,	 “His	 [man’s]	 affections	 were	 rational,	 even,	 and	 regular	 –if 	 we	may	 be	
allowed to say ‘affections,’ for properly speaking he has but one [affection]: man 
was what God is, Love.”13 And in this state of  perfection humans are “capable 
of  participating in God.”14 What else could be this participation in God than an 
incorruptible relation between the Divine and human and the human-to-human.
 Unfortunately, humanity disobeyed God; consequently, this affected 
the Divine-human and human-to-human relations. Enmity was placed between 
humanity and God, and as accounted in Genesis, humanity questioned the need 
to be “my brother’s keeper” (Gn. 4:9). Yet, God’s love is not only manifested in 
creation, but even more, God’s love was fully embodied in salvation. To paraphrase 
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Wesley, our fallen state manifested God’s love in a whole new way for us.15 Moreover, 
commenting on John 3:16, he states “Yea, and this was the very design of  God’s 
love in sending him into the world.”16 In other words, that same love in creation 
was the fuel that ignited the sending of  the Son in the power of  the Holy Spirit, to 
recreate that which was broken and to reestablish the loss of  relationality.
 Wesley’s relational theology is possible because it is rooted in God’s 
love. Yet, love does not happen in a vacuum. Love is only possible in and through 
relationships. The danger of  loving in isolation is that we may become narcissistic. 
Hence,	for	this	reason,	before	loving	ourselves	first,	Jesus	placed	the	σεαυτοῦ (the 
love for me) at the end of  the Great Commandment.17 He says, “The foremost is, 
… you shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, and with all your soul, and 
with all your mind, and with all your strength.’ The second is this, ‘You shall love 
your	neighbor	as	yourself ’”	(Mark	12:29-31).	If 	I	am	to	be	loved,	I	must	love	first	
with God’s love. The other point that I have tried to convey, according to Wesley, is 
that our relationality with God presupposes a relationality with our neighbor. If  my 
commentary of  Wesley is accurate, then I can go out on the limb of  the branch and 
expand Maddox’s quote mentioned previously. If  there is any correlation between 
both themes (responsible grace and God’s relationality), then it can be said that 
responsible grace is not only our response-ability towards God, but also, we should 
be able to respond in grace to others.
Christ’s Relational Vía in Philippians
 The coming of  God to us in the incarnation, underscores God’s love and 
his relational character. Though there are various texts that speak about this event, 
Paul’s account, in the letter to the church at Philippi, depicts God’s relationality in a 
unique way as I learn to live far from home.18 
 Before sharing a reading of  Philippians 2:6-8, a comment on Paul’s 
relational character is helpful. Though his letters were written from a distance, he 
always had the desire and need to be among the people. For example, in his letter 
to the church in Rome, Paul expresses his desire to be among them by stating, 
“For I long to see you” (Rom. 1:11). Understanding the distance between him 
and his readers, Paul still lets them know how much he longs to be among them. 
Interestingly, by doing this, he was making himself  present. Regarding this, Craig 
Keener attests, “Longing to see a friend was a conventional matter to mention in 
ancient letters, which were used to convey a sense of  one’s presence when the writer 
and the reader were (as often) far apart.”19 But he did not only long to be among 
them, just for the sake of  it, his motivation was deeper. Paul added, “that I may be 
encouraged together with you while among you, each of  us by the other’s faith, both yours 
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and	mine”	(Rom.	1:12).	Paul	is	not	only	affirming	his	desire	of 	accompanying	the	
church	and	 to	be	of 	 encouragement	 to	 them,	but	he	also	affirms	 the	 important	
role that the church plays in his life. For Paul, relationality is a two-way street. Even 
though he has the credentials to play the role of  the giver, Paul understands that 
“there is none so poor in the Church of  Christ who may not impart to us something 
of  value.”20 
 This attitude of  wanting to be with his readers is not only present in 
Romans, but is also sustained in other Pauline letters.21 Another example is found 
in 1 Corinthians 16:7. There Paul says, “For I do not wish to see you now just in 
passing, for I hope to remain with you for some time.” It is possible that Paul is 
making a reference to a previous visit, which may have been short. Nevertheless, 
next time, he expects to be with them for a longer time, that is, “if  the Lord 
permits.” Furthermore, when it was impossible for him to guarantee his presence, 
Paul	made	provision	through	others.	For	example,	in	his	final	remarks	in	the	letter	
to the Ephesians he states, “I have sent him [Tychicus] to you for this very purpose, 
so that you may know about us, and that he may comfort your hearts” (Eph. 6:22). 
	 As	noted,	Paul’s	ministry	 is	 full	 of 	 examples	 that	 affirm	 the	 relational	
nature of  the gospel; nevertheless, in Philippians two, he presents Christ’s 
incarnation as the primary example of  relationality. Interestingly, Paul prefaces 
verses six to eight saying, “Have this attitude in yourselves which was also in Christ 
Jesus” (Phil. 2:5). Immediately, Paul explains what he meant. In verse six Paul begins 
by stating, “who, although He existed in the form of  God, did not regard equality 
with	God	a	thing	to	be	grasped.”	Paul’s	affirmation	of 	the	pre-existence	of 	Christ	
not only helps to point towards Jesus’ divine nature, but also, that Jesus was about to 
experience displacement and discomfort. Although he had the authority of  seizing 
his transcendent nature (being in the morphe – form – of  God), Jesus willingly 
poured out Himself.22 Contrasting with verse three, where it says, “Do nothing from 
selfishness	or	empty	conceit,”	Paul	“reminds	the	church	at	Philippi	that	everything	
Christ did in bringing them salvation was the exact opposite,”23 in humility and 
voluntary love.24
 After establishing Christ’s voluntary submission, Paul expresses in verses 
7 and 8 how this pouring out happens. The question that rings within me every time 
I come to this passage is, why does Paul use three unique phrases describing Christ’s 
incarnation? It seems to me, that Paul’s explanation of  Christ’s incarnation can be 
described as a relational vía, or way of  living. I will attempt to explain this in the 
following paragraphs.
 Let us not forget that Paul’s argument is to present Christ as the perfect 
servant,25 and he does so, using the incarnation to make his point. As a result, Paul 
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describes the event as a three-part way to live relationally with others, a three-way 
movement, so to speak. He begins by saying, μορφὴν δούλου λαβών, which can 
be translated as taking the form of  a bondservant. Following the line of  thought 
of  Carolyn Osiek, these three phrases cannot be read disconnected from Christ’s 
voluntary decision of  being poured out. Thus, we can say, that Christ voluntarily 
took the form of  a bondservant. To recover the love language used in the previous 
section, love is not a pit-of-the-stomach feeling, it is a decision, and one that is at 
its best when is done voluntarily.26 In fact, Christ lovingly and voluntarily decided 
to enter from the eternal to the temporal. Therefore, reading this text with the lens 
of  Christ’s relational vía, it is possible to say that relationality begins with taking the 
form (or the role27) of  the other. In sum, relationality does not begin by asking other 
to	be	like	us,	but	on	the	contrary,	it	begins	by	taking	first	their	form	or	role.
 Subsequently, Paul continues in verse seven by paralleling28 μορφὴν 
δούλου λαβών with ἐν ὁμοιώματι ἀνθρώπων γενόμενος, which can be translated 
as being made in human likeness (NIV). I suspect that by using the term in a parallel 
form, rather than meaning two events running side by side that do not intersect or 
overlap, Keener means that there is correspondence between taking the form of  
bondservant and being made in human likeness. Thus, for Paul, there is a natural 
movement in Christ’s incarnation that goes from voluntarily taking the form towards 
being in the likeness. In other words, relationality takes intentionality. Christ was 
intentional in coming and dwelling among us. Love is not only a decision, but also 
requires intentionality. Intentional love goes beyond the boundaries from where it 
all began. In words of  Roberta Bondi, “we can never in our human loving reach 
the limit of  our ability to love. This means that though we may love fully at any one 
moment, it is not perfect love unless that love continues to grow.”29
 Finally, Paul ends his three-phase movement by saying in verse eight, 
schemati heuretheis os anthropos, one translation could be, found Himself  as human. 
Christ’s incarnational journey ends (though it also begins another phase, that is, his 
life	in	this	world)	finding	Himself 	as	human.	Christ’s	sending	to	this	world	would	
not be completed to its full potential with just taking the role of  humanity or having 
the likeness of  it, that would have catastrophic soteriological implications. Christ 
was	to	find	himself 	embodying	the	fullness	of 	what	it	meant	to	be	human.	It	is	only	
then, by relating to us to the fullest, according to Saint Athanasius, that he “assumed 
a human body, in order that in it death might once and for all be destroyed, and that 
men [and women] might be renewed according to the Image.”30 Hence, relationality 
cannot happen if  there is lack of  commitment. Jesus committed Himself! His love 
for humanity was so, that he committed to the extent of  accenting “the reality of  
his humanity.”31
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	 Paul	finishes	verse	eight	by	affirming	the	goal	of 	Christ’s	relational	vía. 
That is, his obedience unto the cross for the sake of  the other. God had a redeeming 
plan,	and	Christ	would	be	the	suffering	servant	(Is.	53)	that	would	fulfill	the	mission.	
Christ became “obedient to the point of  death, even death on a cross” (Phil. 2:8) for 
the “interest of  others” (Phil. 2:4).
Ecclesiological Implications: A Latino Pentecostal’s Perspective32
 Since the past general elections, the topic of  otherness has escalated in 
ways that I have never experienced. However, I must confess that my immigrant 
reality is not like other immigrant communities –as Puerto Rican born, I am a US 
citizen. Nevertheless, immigrants who have visas, residence, or citizenship feel the 
same pressure as those who do not, though in reality we respond differently to it. 
 What does it mean to love the other in a context like this? How should 
the church respond in a time where nationalism and politics may take priority 
over our Christian responsibility towards the other? It has been established that 
Wesleyan theology models a certain type of  relational theology that is rooted in the 
loving Personhood of  God and it is transmitted to us through the creation-event. 
Then, it was discussed that in the Christological hymn of  Philippians 2:5-8, we 
encounter a relational vía through Christ’s voluntary decision, his intentionality, and 
commitment to become human for the sake of  redeeming the Divine-human and 
human-to-human relationships. Now, using these two arguments as a foundation, I 
want to suggest some initial responses to these questions.
Relationality as Natural to the Church
 The church must be a foretaste of  God’s kingdom here and now. Such 
an iconic presence is possible because the church does not come into existence 
by herself, but she has been called by the Father in Christ and in the power of  the 
Holy Spirit. This does not mean that the church is ontologically equal to God, but 
it can be stated that she shares the Godhead’s relational nature. Leonardo Boff  
affirms	this	by	arguing	that	each	human	being,	as	a	creature	made	in	the	image	and	
likeness of  the Triune God, will always have a need of  other humans.33 Therefore, 
the human condition presupposes that all human beings are social beings and in 
need of  one another.
 As a result, the church should embody her relationality to the other due 
to her intrinsic relation to the Triune God. Just as God did to us, we are called to 
do with the other. The character of  relationality should manifest itself  as a natural 
current	 that	 flows	 from	 the	 community	 that	 has	 become	 part	 of 	 the	 body	 of 	
Christ. In words of  René Padilla, an integral church must be driven by a wholistic 
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spirituality. This spiritual wholeness is not only concerned with the inner life of  the 
church, but also “it calls for a missionary agenda that has on its horizon the church’s 
involvement in public spaces as part of  civil society.”34 Hence, to live in her nature 
of  relationality, the church must understand that she has been called to be in the 
world even though she is not from the world. Therefore, by way of  her relational 
nature, the church becomes a sacramental sign in the world and an open door for 
the other.
Relationality as Commitment from the Church
 According to the apostle Paul, Christ not only acted willingly, but 
also obediently. Obediently he humbled himself  to death on the cross. It was 
this unquestionable obedience that nurtured Christ’s commitment during his 
incarnational vía and during his ministry. But commitment is painful, it takes us to 
places we would never imagine, yet, because we are committed we continue moving 
forward. This only happens when love guides our relational character. Speaking 
about the range of  relationships, Wm. Curtis Holtzen, suggests that contrary to 
being	“accidental	and	fleeting,”	a	God-like	relationship	must	be	“deeply	loving	with	
strong commitment.”35
 The topic of  commitment is an area of  much growth for the church. One 
phenomenon that the contemporary church needs to face is the reality that over sixty 
percent of  the people that attend a church do not live within the community where 
the church is established. This reality underscores the challenge of  commitment. 
Analogous to the question of  the church’s commitment to its community, is the 
church’s commitment to its immigrant communities. Take for example the Latino 
community,	who	in	over	thirty-five	years	has	grown	from	being	6.5	percent	of 	the	
US population to 17.3 percent.36 In principle, this percentage does not seem big 
when compared to the total population. However, when we move the conversation 
into the US religious landscape things take a new perspective.  According to 
another	 study	 by	 Pew	Hispanic,	 a	 survey	 conducted	 to	 find	 the	 distribution	 of 	
race/ethnicity within denominations in the US, demonstrated that 6.9 percent of  
Hispanics	 identified	 as	 Pentecostal,	 while	 10.3	 percent	 of 	Non-Hispanic	 Blacks	
identified	as	Pentecostal,	and	only	3.2	percent	of 	Non-Hispanic	Whites	identified	as	
Pentecostal, demonstrating the importance of  the Hispanic community within US 
Pentecostalism.37 With statistics such as these, the question cannot be if  the church 
needs to be more open to the other, but when.
 In Slow Church, Christopher Smith and John Pattison challenge the 
church to become rooted in their communities. For them, just as Christ became 
flesh,	 the	church	needs	 to	be	 incarnated	 in	 its	communities.	They	expand,	 to	be	
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agents of  change and of  reconciliation; we need to be rooted (committed) in a 
particular place.38 Smith and Pattison are placing high value in the practice of  being 
committed. The local church is not present when she only exists for those who walk 
in and worship Sunday after Sunday. She is also called-out as an agent of  solidarity, 
change, and community transformation. In short, a non-embodied Christianity 
walks	away	from	the	realities	of 	 life	and	any	 interaction	will	be	driven	by	selfish	
intentions.39
Relationality as a Fruit of  the Holy Spirit in the Church
 Pentecostal hermeneutic and theology –especially from the classical 
Pentecostal stream– is rooted in the Lukan accounts found in the books of  Luke 
and Acts. Such preference does not reject the rest of  the biblical narrative, but 
it	defines	the	 lens	through	which	“pentecostals	read	and	engage	the	Bible.”40 Of  
the two accounts written by Luke, Acts 2 serves as the primary paradigm for 
Pentecostals.	In	it	we	find	the	fulfillment	of 	the	prophecy	of 	Joel,	that	in	the	latter	
days “I will pour out my Spirit on all mankind; and your sons and daughters will 
prophesy, your old men will dream dreams, your young men will see visions” (Joel. 
2:28). 
 Commenting on the relationship of  Joel’s prophecy in relation to the 
Acts 2 event, Yong explains that with the coming of  the Holy Spirit “the experience 
and voices of  those previously marginalized and excluded now were central to the 
church’s witness.”41 By marginalized, Yong does not only mean women, young, old 
and slaves, as is foretold by the prophet, but also “cultural plurality.”42 Hence, just 
as the Christ relational incarnation was possible in the power of  the Holy Spirit, the 
church’s relationality in the world is contingent to the Holy Spirit’s activity in and 
through the church.
	 The	Spirit-filled	community	of 	Acts	embodied	what	it	was	like	to	live	in	
a relational vía. The fruits of  the Spirit-led church were in full display, not only with 
those within, sharing of  goods (Acts 2:44-47), but also with those without, praying 
for those in need (Acts 3:1-10); preaching the gospel to the gentiles (Acts 10); by 
breaking the wall of  otherness (Acts 15:1-30). The Holy Spirit both empowered and 
encouraged them to do so. As a result, they were faithful to God and hospitable to 
all who had needs.
Conclusion
 It may be fair to say that along with Albert Outler’s quadrilateral of  
Scripture, tradition, reason, and experience and Howard Snyder’s creation, Wesley 
was also concerned with the community and their relationality. The community was 
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a central component for the people called Methodist. To the extent that Wesley 
recommended those Christians who lived in isolation, that “Such retirement must 
not swallow up all our time; this would be to destroy, not advance, true religion.”43
We are living in a world full of  hostility and skepticism that lacks the gift of  healthy 
relationships. I pray that regardless of  the abyss that exists between you/me and 
whoever you/I consider the other, we may have the same attitude that was in Christ, 
that is, the intentionality and commitment to take not only the role and likeness, but 
find	ourselves	with	the	other.
End Notes
 1 I understand that the Pentecostal phenomenon has many starting 
points and forms of  expression, and consequently, as Allan Anderson states, it is 
better to talk Pentecostalisms (in plural) rather than Pentecostalism (in singular). 
Nevertheless, instead of  taking the long route, I will rely on Donald Dayton’s study 
on the theological roots of  North American Pentecostalism, which succinctly 
summarizes this point.
 In his study, Dayton takes his reader through an empirical, historical, 
and theological journey that connects North American Pentecostalism to the 
Holiness	movements	of 	the	nineteenth	century.	During	his	research,	Dayton	finds	
that Pentecostals follow a theological pattern that is “well-nigh universal within the 
movement.” This pattern, also known as the Full Gospel, confesses Jesus as Savior, 
Baptizer, Healer, and coming King. However, it is important to note, though Dayton 
upholds this fourfold pattern as one that “expresses more clearly and cleanly the 
logic	of 	Pentecostal	 theology,”	he	 also	 recognizes	 a	fivefold	pattern	which	“was	
historically prior.”
 From this pattern (or patterns) emerge those Pentecostal churches 
located within the North American classical Pentecostal category. Within this 
category,	Dayton	identifies	three	theological	streams	that	stem	from	it.	These	are,	
Wesleyan Holiness, Finished Work, and Keswick. The Church of  God (Cleveland), 
the denomination with whom I hold my credentials, historically connects to the 
Wesleyan Holiness movement.
 The histories of  the Wesleyan Holiness movement and the Finished 
Work movement are closely intertwined. Prior to their schism, early Pentecostals 
embraced	 the	Holiness	movement’s	 theological	 teaching	 of 	 entire	 sanctification.	
Nonetheless, in the early stages of  the movement, “The Finished Work controversy 
challenged	 the	 two	 fundamental	premises	of 	 this	doctrine	 [sanctification]	—that	
there is a second act of  grace and that it eradicates the very desire to sin.” The 
result	of 	this	fission	was	the	development	of 	two	Pentecostal	streams.	Those	who	
follow the teaching of  Finished Work and the fourfold pattern of  Jesus as Savior, 
Baptizer, Healer, and coming King. On the other hand, are Pentecostals who are 
theologically	aligned	with	the	Wesleyan	Holiness	movement	and	the	fivefold	pattern	
of  Jesus as Savior, Sanctifier, Baptizer, Healer, and coming King. This emphasis 
on	 sanctification,	 as	 a	 distinct	 work	 of 	 grace,	 has	 been	 central	 to	 Wesleyan-
Pentecostals. See the following sources, Allan Anderson et al., eds., Studying Global 
Pentecostalism: Theories and Methods, The Anthropology of  Christianity 10 (Berkeley, 
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CA: University of  California Press, 2010), 13–29; Donald W. Dayton, Theological 
Roots of  Pentecostalism (Peabody, MA : Hendrickson Pub., c1987., 1987), 21; Adam 
Scott Stewart, ed., Handbook of  Pentecostal Christianity (DeKalb, IL: Northern Illinois 
University Press, 2012), 85, 89–91 and 128.
 2 By testimony I do not merely mean a retelling of  a story. For Pentecostals, 
the testifying event entails a central locus of  our theology and spirituality. To cite 
Jackie David Johns and Cheryl Bridges Johns, among other things, the testimony 
“involves	reflection	and	interpretation.”	See,	Jackie	David	Johns	and	Cheryl	Bridges	
Johns, “Yielding to the Spirit: A Pentecostal Approach to Group Bible Study,” 
Journal of  Pentecostal Theology 1, no. 1 (1992): 109–34.
 3 Whether forcefully, reluctantly, or willingly. 
 4 This does not mean that otherness is only experienced in the United 
States of  America. However, my experience is connected to this nation. 
 5 When we live comfortably many things are taken for granted, thus we 
are removed there are things that need to be relearned.
 6 Randy Maddox, Responsible Grace: John Wesley’s Practical Theology (Nashville, 
TN: Kingswood Books, 1994), 19. Maddox adds, “It makes clear that God’s 
indispensable gift of  gracious forgiveness and empowerment is fundamental, while 
capturing	Wesley’s	 characteristic	 qualification	of 	 such	 empowerment	 as	 enabling	
rather than overriding human responsibility.”
 7 Though is very important to notice the use of  hospitality today, had a 
different meaning in Wesley’s time. See, Christine D. Pohl, “Practicing Hospitality in 
the Face Of  ‘complicated Wickedness,’” Wesleyan Theological Journal 42, no. 1 (March 
1, 2007): 28.
 8 John Wesley, John Wesley’s Sermons: An Anthology (Nashville, TN: 
Abingdon Press, 1991), 532–39.
 9 David Jacobus Bosch, Transforming Mission: Paradigm Shifts in Theology of  
Mission, Twentieth Anniversary Edition, American Society of  Missiology Series, 
no.	16	(Maryknoll,	NY:	Orbis	Books,	2011),	10.	Bosch	defines	 it	as,	“God’s	self-
revelation as the One who loves the world, God’s involvement in and with the 
world, the nature and activity of  God, which embraces both the church and the 
world, and in which the church is privileged to participate.”
 10	Barry	L.	Callen	affirms	this	when	he	says,	“God	is	understood	to	be	
truly personal, loving, and not manipulative. The interaction of  the wills of  Creator 
and creature is real. In contrast to the Reformed or Calvinistic tradition that features 
a more static and predetermined God-creature relationship, the relational tradition 
emphasizes the responsive compassion of  the sovereign God.” See, Barry L. Callen 
“John Wesley and Relational Theology” in Brint Montgomery, Thomas Jay Oord, 
and Karen Winslow, eds., Relational Theology: A Contemporary Introduction (San Diego, 
CA: Point Loma Press and Wipf  & Stock Pub., 2012), Kindle, 111.
 11 John Wesley, “The Law Established through Faith, II,” in Wesley, John 
Wesley’s Sermons, 282. My italics.
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Christian story. We are a people on the move, not only because people movement 
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of  his father, my leaving from what was known to me, to a land that I will show you, 
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 22 I understand that this is a key verse of  the hymn and that are long 
debates about how to translate ekenosen (I will stay away from biting). Thus, I will 
adhere to Craig Keener’s language, that is, Christ poured out Himself  to become 
human for the sake of  the other. Keener, The IVP Bible Background Commentary, 560.
 23 Gordon D. Fee, Paul’s Letter to the Philippians (Grand Rapids, Mich: Wm. 
B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1995), 202.
 24 Carolyn Osiek, Abingdon New Testament Commentaries: Philippians & 
Philemon, Abingdon New Testament Commentaries (Nashville, TN: Abingdon 
Press, 2000). She explains, “The verb of  emptying, ekenosen,	 is	 modified	 by	 the	
intensive	 reflexive	 heauton, himself. Thus the sense is active, not that Christ was 
emptied or humiliated, but that by his own choice he performed this action.” 
 25 Keener, The IVP Bible Background Commentary, 560.
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 26 Regarding this point Roberta Bondi says, “We all belong to two worlds, 
the world of  God in whose image we are created, and the blind, natural world of  
the animals, which operates according to laws that have little to do with a conscious 
decision to love.” See, Roberta C. Bondi, To Love as God Loves: Conversations with the 
Early Church (Philadelphia, PA: Fortress Press, 1987), Kindle, 271.
 27 Keener, The IVP Bible Background Commentary, 560.
 28 Both, Keener and Osiek have a similar idea. Keener, The IVP Bible 
Background Commentary, 560; Osiek, Abingdon New Testament Commentaries.
 29 Bondi, To Love as God Loves, Kindle, 271.
 30 Athanasius of  Alexandria, On the Incarnation (Create Space Independent 
Publishing Platform, 2016), 29.
 31 Fee, Paul’s Letter to the Philippians, 215.
 32 It is not surprising that Wesley’s relational approach to theology found 
a home in a Latino Pentecostal. On the one hand Latinos/as have a high sense 
of  community. For example, familiar relationships reach far beyond grandparents, 
parents and children. These stretch towards the extended family and even friends. 
On the other hand, the aftermath of  the Spirit baptism account in Acts 2, nurtured 
a sense of  community and relationality with God and the community. See, Wilmer 
Estrada-Carrasquillo, “A Latina/o Pentecostal Response to the McDonaldization 
Process of  the Church in the United States,” in Néstor Medina and Sammy Alfaro, 
eds., Pentecostals and Charismatics in Latin America and Latino Communities, Christianity 
and Renewal-Interdisciplinary Studies (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2015), 199–
210.
 33 Leonardo Boff, Trinity and Society, Reprint edition (Eugene, OR: Wipf  
& Stock Pub., 2005), 149.
 34 René Padilla, “Preface,” in Darío López Rodríguez, Pentecostalismo y 
misión integral: teología del espíritu, teología de la vida (Lima, Peru: Ediciones Puma, 2008), 
7.
 35 Wm. Curtis Holtzen, “Faith in Relations” in Montgomery, Oord, and 
Winslow, Relational Theology, Kindle, 520.
 36http://www.pewhispanic.org/2016/04/19/2014-statist ical-
information-on-hispanics-in-united-states/
 37http://www.pewhispanic.org/2007/04/25/i i-rel ig ion-and-
demography/
 38 C. Christopher Smith, Slow Church: Cultivating Community in the Patient 
Way of  Jesus (Downers Grove, IL: IVP Books, 2014), 62.
 39 Ibid., 65.
 40 Amos Yong, In the Days of  Caesar: Pentecostalism and Political Theology, The 
Cadbury Lectures 2009 (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans Pub. Co., 2010), 106.
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 41 Ibid., 93.
 42 Ibid.
 43 “The Wesley Center Online: Sermon 24 - Upon Our Lord’s Sermon 
on the Mount: Discourse Four,” accessed August 10, 2014, http://wesley.nnu.
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Introduction
 Few biblical texts are as familiar or as cherished as the one found in 
the	sixth	verse	of 	the	first	chapter	of 	Paul’s	Letter	to	the	Philippians.	During	the	
year following my graduation from college I committed the New International 
Version translation of  Phil 1:6 to memory because I, like numerous believers before 
me, found myself  in a season of  life in which I wanted to be reminded of  God’s 
sovereign lordship over my past, present, and future. That version of  this beloved 
text	reads	this	way:	“being	confident	of 	this,	that	he	who	began	a	good	work	in	you	
will carry it on to completion until the day of  Christ Jesus.”1 Throughout the ages 
Christians have turned to these words and found in them a promise from God, a 
word from the Lord about God’s unshakeable faithfulness to accomplish that which 
God has started in and among God’s people.
 My purpose in this article is to discuss how this beloved text was 
interpreted by the famous eighteenth century British preacher and evangelist John 
Wesley in his celebrated Explanatory Notes upon the New Testament. Wesley’s 
short explanatory note upon this well-known Pauline text underscores what Robert 
W. Wall (echoing many others) has described as Wesley’s “soteriological use of  
Scripture” (Wall, 2004:51-52).2 Additionally, Wesley’s brief  explanation of  Phil 1:6 
can provide readers with an entry point into a discussion of  three of  the grand 
theological	themes	that	Wesley	held	dear,	the	themes	of 	justification,	sanctification,	
and	glorification.	For	each	of 	these	reasons,	Wesley’s	explanation	of 	Phil	1:6	presents	
Wesleyans	with	a	convenient	way	of 	reflecting	on	both	Wesleyan	hermeneutics	and	
Wesleyan theology.
Wesley’s Explanatory Notes upon the New Testament: An Introduction
 John Wesley was born in 1703 and died in 1791. In the year 1755 at the 
age of  52 one of  his most enduring works, his Explanatory Notes upon the New 
Testament was published. In the preface to this work Wesley provides his readers 
with a plain account of  how the project came to be and who his intended audience 
is. Wesley begins the preface with a word about his motivation for creating the work: 
“For many years I have had a desire of  setting down and laying together, what has 
occurred to my mind, either in reading, thinking, or conversation, which might 
assist serious persons, who have not the advantage of  learning, in understanding the 
New Testament” (1847:3). 
 In other words, Wesley did not set out to write a biblical commentary 
for people with facility in biblical languages or with ecclesiastical training when he 
considered creating his Explanatory Notes. Instead, as he explains further in the 
preface:
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It will be easily discerned, even from what I have said already, 
and much more from the notes themselves, that they were not 
principally designed for men of  learning; who are provided 
with many other helps: and much less for men of  long and 
deep experience in the ways and word of  God. I desire to sit 
at	their	feet,	and	to	learn	of 	them.	But	I	write	chiefly	for	plain	
unlettered men, who understand only their mother tongue, and 
yet reverence and love the word of  God, and have a desire to 
save their souls. (1847:3)
It is clear from these comments at the very beginning of  this great work that the 
primary aims of  the author of  the Explanatory Notes upon the New Testament 
were not historical or critical, but soteriological and pastoral. Wesley crafted this 
work for people who loved God, who held the Bible in high esteem and wanted 
to study it more so that their relationship with God would be deepened as a result. 
These Bible study helps were designed for “plain unlettered” people who “have 
not the advantage of  learning” and “understand only their mother tongue.” This 
intended	 audience	 and	 motivation	 for	 the	 whole	 project	 must	 be	 kept	 firmly	
in view by anyone who turns to the Explanatory Notes for biblical insight, but 
this is perhaps especially the case for biblical scholars trained in higher-critical 
hermeneutical methodologies. Such people are not the ones Wesley is interested in 
engaging in this work, nor is he interested in the same kinds of  results they typically 
seek when they employ diachronic and synchronic interpretive methods. Rather, 
this work is purposed toward those whom Wesley refers to later in the preface as 
“the	ordinary	reader,”	i.e.,	the	layperson	who	wants	to	study	the	Bible	for	the	benefit	
of  their own walk with God (1847:4).
 However, as the quote above from Wesley indicates, Wesley did engage 
with “men of  learning” as he created the Explanatory Notes. His “desire to sit at 
their feet, and learn of  them” is evident throughout the work, and in the preface 
he	 identifies	precisely	who	these	“men	of 	 learning”	are	who	have	 influenced	his	
explanations. Wesley makes reference to four works he consulted in the creation 
of  the Explanatory Notes, chief  among them being the work of  “Bengelius,” aka 
Johann Albrecht Bengel, the great German NT text critic and exegete. Wesley 
acknowledges this dependence on and high esteem for Bengel in the preface:
I once designed to write down barely what occurred to my own 
mind, consulting none but the inspired writers. But no sooner 
was I acquainted with that great light of  the Christian world, 
(lately gone to his reward,) Bengelius, than I entirely changed 
my design, being thoroughly convinced it might be of  more 
service to the cause of  religion, were I barely to translate his 
Gnomon Novi Testamenti, than to write many volumes upon 
it. Many of  his excellent notes I have therefore translated. 
124     The Asbury Journal    73/1 (2018)
Many more I have abridged, omitting that part which was 
purely critical, and giving the substance of  the rest (1847:4).
In addition to Bengel, Wesley acknowledges a debt to three other scholars for his 
notes: “Dr. Heylyn’s Theological Lectures: and for many more to Dr. Guyse, and 
to the Family Expositor of  the late pious and learned Dr. Doddridge” (1847:4).3 
Wesley draws from each of  these four works, but especially that of  Bengel, in order 
to assist the ordinary reader of  the NT with their understanding of  scripture. Still, 
as Gerald Bray rightly notes, “his dependence on J. A. Bengel is obvious, though his 
own theological interests should not be understated” (1996:235).
	 The	influence	of 	Wesley’s	own	theological	interests	on	his	Explanatory	
Notes may be nowhere more noticeable than in his note upon Phil 1:6. I will give 
attention to that note in due course, but before I do it might be helpful to provide 
the reader with a brief  overview of  the major interpretive options that have been 
proposed for this celebrated text throughout the history of  its interpretation. 
This overview will show that Wesley’s interpretation of  this text is not the only 
interpretation available, and may therefore give us a clearer picture of  how his own 
theological	interests	have	influenced	his	explanation	of 	it.
Major Interpretive Options for Phil 1:6
 Many biblical interpreters have undertaken to give an account of  Paul’s 
familiar words in Phil 1:6. For the past 300 years or so most of  these interpreters 
have	approached	this	text	with	a	different	set	of 	motivations	and	for	the	benefit	
of  a different audience than that acknowledged by Wesley in the preface to his 
Explanatory Notes. Seeking above all to discover what Paul himself  meant when 
he (or his amanuensis) scribed the words ergon agathon, “good work,” and to discern 
how	these	two	words	might	have	been	understood	in	their	first	century	context	by	
“all God’s holy people in Christ Jesus at Philippi” (Phil 1:1), modern interpreters 
have come up with no less than ten different ways of  understanding the meaning 
of  “good work” in this verse. These ten interpretive options have been outlined by 
John Reumann in his Anchor Yale Bible commentary on Philippians (2008:113-14). 
Some of  these options present very slight nuances on the other options, with the 
result that most interpreters have only seriously entertained three major options for 
the interpretation of  “good work.”
	 A	first	interpretive	option	might	be	termed	the	“financial”	or	“material”	
view.	For	this	option,	the	“good	work”	in	Phil	1:6	is	understood	to	refer	specifically	
to	the	financial	support	or	material	aid	that	the	Philippians	provided	for	Paul	and	
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his ministry. One Philippians commentator who adopted this view is Gerald F. 
Hawthorne, whose position was that any interpretation other than this constituted 
a shaking loose of  these words from their epistolary context:
What God started Paul describes as [ergon agathon] (“a good 
work”), a phrase that cannot be shaken loose from its 
immediate context and interpreted primarily in terms of  
“God’s redeeming and renewing work” in the lives of  the 
Philippians…Rather [ergon agathon]	 finds	 its	 explanation	 in	
the fact that the Philippians were partners with Paul in the 
gospel (v 5), and shared their resources with him to make 
the proclamation of  the gospel possible. This “sharing in the 
gospel” is the good work referred to here (cf. 2 Cor 8:6)…
Other interpretations of  v 6 such as those that apply its words 
to “a more comprehensive work of  grace in the hearts of  
believers (in general), affecting both (their) inner disposition 
and (their) outward activity” (Müller), must be considered 
secondary interpretations to that given above. The context 
does not permit any of  them to be primary. (1983:21-22)
Interpreting “good work” in this way, in terms of  the Philippians’ material support 
for Paul and his ministry, reckons seriously with what interpreters universally 
recognize as a basic reason for Paul’s writing this epistle: to thank the Philippians for 
the gifts they sent to him through their messenger Epaphroditus as Paul experiences 
detainment	(2:25-30;	4:15-18).	On	this	interpretation,	Paul	is	confident	of 	this:	that	
God, who began the good work of  impressing upon the Philippians to give material 
help to Paul in his time of  need, will continue to inspire the Philippians to share 
generously with him until the Parousia, the day of  Christ Jesus, which Paul believed 
would	arrive	in	his	own	lifetime.	Up	until	that	watershed	event,	Paul	is	confident	
that God will keep moving on the Philippians to “shar[e] with [him] in the matter 
of  giving and receiving” (Phil 4:15).4
 A second interpretive option might be titled the “creational” or 
“intertextual” view. Those who adopt this perspective read the “good work” in Phil 
1:6 as a deliberate echo on the part of  Paul to the creation accounts of  Genesis. 
Throughout those accounts creation is acknowledged as “good” (1:4, 12, 18, 21, 
25,	31),	and	on	the	seventh	day	 it	 is	noted	that	God	finished	“the	work”	[ta erga 
LXX] of  creation and “rested from all the work [tōn ergōn LXX] that he had done in 
creation” (Gen 2:2-3 NRSV). A Philippians commentator who interpreted “good 
work” in Phil 1:6 as primarily echoing God’s creational activity is Ralph P. Martin. 
After	acknowledging	 the	financial	 interpretation	as	a	possibility,	Marin	ultimately	
discounted it:
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[M]uch more likely is the view that Paul is supplying a theological 
undergirding	to	his	confidence	that	the	Philippian	church	will	
be preserved to the end-time, the day of  Jesus Christ. He is led 
to	 this	consideration	by	 reflecting	on	how	the	church	began	
on	 the	first	day	and	 this	work	of 	God	 is	described	 in	a	way	
which recalls Yahweh’s creation…Moreover, Yahweh’s work 
was pronounced ‘very good’ (Gen 1:31). Paul knows the OT 
teaching which unites God’s work in the beginning with his 
purpose to bring it to consummation (e.g., Isa 48:12f.); and he 
applies this to a community which needs reassurance in the 
face of  threats and fears (1:28, 29). (1976:65-66)
Interpreting “good work” in Phil 1:6 in terms of  God’s good work of  creation 
takes seriously the new creation language Paul uses in other letters (cf. 2 Cor 5:17; 
Gal 6:15). This interpretive option reads Paul in Phil 1:6 as suggesting that he is 
confident	 that	God,	who	began	 the	good	work	of 	creation,	will	bring	 this	good	
work to its consummation at the day of  Christ Jesus and into the new creation.5
 A third major interpretive option could be labeled the “soteriological” 
view. This option takes the “good work” in Phil 1:6 to refer to the work of  salvation 
God has initiated and is carrying on to completion in and among the Philippians. In 
other words, the “good work” is soteriological and spiritually formative in nature. 
Among the many Philippians commentators who have taken up this option is Ben 
Witherington III. Witherington comments:
V.	6	 focuses	on	 the	process	of 	 internal	 sanctification,	which	
will not be completed until they see Christ face-to-face, having 
a resurrection body like his. Only then will the full process 
of  physical, moral, and spiritual maturation be complete and 
perfected. Paul makes a deliberate shift from v. 5 to v. 6, from 
a focus on the Philippians’ good work to God’s good work still 
in process in them. The connection is that the generosity of  
the Philippian is evidence that God is indeed at work in them 
individually	 and	 among	 them	 as	 a	 group.	 The	 sanctification	
work needs to be complete “by” the day of  Christ Jesus, that 
is, by the time he returns. And God will not stop working until 
that day arrives. (2011:61)
According to the soteriological view, which is the view most commonly adopted in 
some	form	by	biblical	exegetes,	Paul	is	confident	that	God,	the	one	who	began	the	
good work of  salvation in the individual lives of  the Philippians and/or among the 
Philippian	Jesus	community	will	continue	this	salvific,	sanctifying	work	and	bring	it	
to its glorious completion by the Parousia. This view typically sees the Philippians’ 
material support for Paul not as the good work itself, but as one very good piece 
of 	evidence	among	many	that	God’s	 larger	work	of 	sanctification	is	taking	place	
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in and among them. God, the one who initiated this good work, will be faithful to 
complete it.6
 Among these three major interpretive options for “good work” in Phil 
1:6, John Wesley’s explanation upon this text clearly belongs with the soteriological 
option. Those familiar with Wesley should not be surprised to learn that this is the 
case. For a closer look at Wesley’s soteriological explanation of  this beloved text we 
now turn our attention to his explanatory note itself.
John Wesley’s Soteriological Explanation of  Phil 1:6
 Wesley’s full explanatory note on Phil 1:6 reads as follows: “6. Being 
persuaded—The grounds of  which persuasion are set down in the following verse; 
that he who hath begun a good work in you, will perfect it until the day of  Christ—
That	he,	who	having	justified	hath	begun	to	sanctify	you,	will	carry	on	this	work	
until it issue in glory” (1847:506, emphasis in original). Three observations about 
this brief  explanation are especially noteworthy for our purposes.
 First, the italicized biblical text Wesley is working from here deviates 
slightly from the King James Version (hereafter KJV) that served as his base text 
for the Explanatory Notes. Wesley provided an explanation concerning the English 
textual basis for his work in the preface to the Explanatory Notes:
I	design	first	to	set	down	the	text	itself,	for	the	most	part,	in	the	
common English translation [i.e. the KJV], which is, in general, 
(so far as I can judge) abundantly the best that I have seen. Yet 
I do not say it is incapable of  being brought, in several places, 
nearer	 to	 the	 original.	Neither	 will	 I	 affirm,	 that	 the	Greek	
copies from which this translation was made, are always the 
most correct. And therefore I shall take the liberty, as occasion 
may require, to make here and there a small alteration. (1847:3)
For Phil 1:6 Wesley made three such small alterations to the KJV text. First, he 
substituted	the	word	“persuaded”	for	the	KJV	word	“confident.”	Second,	Wesley	
slightly altered the KJV phrase “he which hath begun” to “he who hath begun.” 
These two changes are indeed small. 
 The third change, however, might be more substantive. Whereas the KJV 
text reads “will perform it until the day of  Jesus Christ,” Wesley’s text has “will 
perfect it until the day of  Jesus Christ.” This alteration of  the word “perform” 
to the word “perfect” might simply be explained as an attempt on Wesley’s 
part to bring the KJV “nearer to the original” with respect to the Greek word 
epizeleō	used	by	Paul.	However,	given	Wesley’s	strong	emphasis	on	the	doctrine	of 	
Christian perfection throughout his writings, students of  Wesley would surely not 
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be blamed for at least entertaining the possibility that this alteration might have 
been additionally motivated by Wesley’s own theological interests. It is possible that 
Wesley remodeled the KJV text of  Phil 1:6 at this point because he saw here an 
opportunity to give a nod to one of  the central themes of  his theology.7
 A second observation about Wesley’s explanatory note on Phil 1:6 that is 
noteworthy is how it is both similar to and different from the comment of  Bengel 
on this same verse. As noted above, Wesley’s dependence on Bengel throughout the 
Explanatory Notes is obvious. One example of  just how obvious that dependence is 
may be seen by comparing the remarks of  both commentators on Phil 1:4 just prior 
to those on v. 6. Here is Bengel’s full comment on v. 4 in the English translation of  
his Gnomon Novi Testamenti:
4. For—Construe with making request. With joy—The sum 
of  the epistle is, I rejoice, rejoice ye. This epistle on joy aptly 
follows that to the Ephesians, where love reigns; for joy is 
constantly mentioned, ver. 18, etc. likewise ch. ii. 2, 19, 28, iii. 
1, iv. 1, 4. The fruit of  the Spirit is love, joy. Joy particularly 
animates prayers. Request—Just mentioned. (1981:425; 
emphasis in original)
Compare Wesley’s Explanatory Note:
4. With joy—After the Epistle to the Ephesians, wherein love 
reigns, follows this, wherein there is perpetual mention of  joy. 
The fruit of  the Spirit is love, joy—And joy peculiarly enlivens 
prayer. The sum of  the whole epistle is, I rejoice. Rejoice ye. 
(1847:506; emphasis in original)
Such clear, nearly verbatim dependence upon Bengel is a regular happenstance 
throughout Wesley’s Explanatory Notes, so it is worth paying attention when 
Wesley deviates from Bengel, even if  only slightly. In the case of  his note on 
Phil 1:6, Wesley’s explanation is similar to Bengel’s in that Bengel also opts for a 
soteriological understanding of  the “good work” referred to in the text. In fact, 
because	both	interpreters	read	the	text	soteriologically,	one	is	justified	in	pondering	
why Wesley didn’t simply translate Bengel’s Latin and get on with his explanatory 
notes upon v. 7. 
 Bengel’s comment on the “good work” of  v. 6 is short and to the point: 
“A good work—God’s one great and perpetual work of  salvation, ch. ii. 13” 
(1981:425). In other words, Bengel interprets the text as a statement about the good 
work of  salvation God has begun and will be faithful to complete, the same work 
of  salvation Paul alludes to again later in the epistle when we writes, “work out your 
salvation with fear and trembling, for it is God who works in you to will and to act 
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in	order	to	fulfill	his	good	purpose”	(Phil	2:12-13).	The	soteriological	interpretation	
of  “good work” given here by Bengel seems to be one that would typically have met 
with Wesley’s satisfaction.
 Wesley does indeed join Bengel in interpreting the text soteriologically, 
but Wesley’s soteriological interpretation deviates from Bengel’s in ways that lead 
one to believe that Wesley might have thought Bengel’s explanation did not quite say 
enough. Wesley did not joining Bengel in the simple acknowledging that the “good 
work” in Phil 1:6 refers to God’s good work of  salvation, nor did Wesley echo 
Bengel’s cross-reference to Phil 2:13. Instead, Wesley used his explanatory note to 
get	a	bit	more	specific	about	what	God’s	salvific	good	work	entails.	
 This leads to the third noteworthy observation about Wesley’s brief  
explanation	 of 	 “good	 work”	 in	 Phil	 1:6.	 Apparently	 not	 satisfied	 with	 a	 highly	
generalized soteriological reading represented by some interpreters, Wesley devoted 
the space of  his explanatory note on this text to laying out what amounts to a more 
specific	ordo	salutis	for	God’s	salvific	work.	That	is	to	say,	Wesley	reads	Paul	here	as	
being	persuaded	specifically	of 	God’s	trustworthiness	to	perfect	the	good	work	of 	
justification	and	sanctification	begun	in	the	believer,	which	will	finally	result	in	the	
glorification	of 	the	believer	at	the	day	of 	Jesus	Christ.	In	other	words,	for	Wesley,	
the	“good	work”	of 	Phil	1:6	is	threefold:	God’s	good	work	of 	justification,	God’s	
good	work	of 	sanctification,	and	God’s	good	work	of 	glorification	in	the	life	of 	the	
Christian.
 I noted in the introduction to this article that by explaining the “good 
work” of  Phil 1:6 in this way, Wesley’s brief  note on this verse provides readers with 
a convenient entry point into a discussion of  these three great themes in Wesley’s 
theology.	The	remainder	of 	this	article	will	be	devoted	to	a	brief 	reflection	on	these	
themes, in the order that Wesley presents them in his Phil 1:6 explanatory note.
“He, Who Having Justified”: The Good Work of  Justification
 According to Wesley, in Phil 1:6 the Bible indicates that God will perfect 
the good work God has begun in the believer, a good work that began with the 
believer	first	being	“justified”	by	God.	Charles	Yrigoyen	Jr.	 lists	“justification	by	
faith” as one of  “six main themes” that “are central to Wesley’s preaching and 
writing” (1996:28-33).8 What did Wesley mean when he preached and wrote on this 
theme?
 In 1746 Wesley published in volume one of  his Sermons on Several 
Occasions	a	sermon	he	probably	first	preached	eight	years	prior	on	May	28,	1738	
at	the	chapel	in	Long	Acre,	London.	The	sermon	is	simply	entitled	“Justification	
by Faith.”9 In this sermon, which “stands as the earliest full summary of  the basic 
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form of  Wesley’s mature soteriology” (Outler and Heitzenrater, 1991:111), Wesley 
preached a four-point message from Rom 4:5 on (1) “the general ground for this 
whole	doctrine	of 	justification,”	(2)	“what	justification	is,”	(3)	“who	they	are	that	are	
justified,”	and	(4)	“on	what	terms	they	are	justified”	(Wesley,	1991:112).	In	response	
to	the	question	of 	“what	justification	is”	Wesley	answered:
The	 plain	 scriptural	 notion	 of 	 justification	 is	 pardon,	 the	
forgiveness of  sins. It is that act of  God the Father whereby, 
for the sake of  propitiation made by the blood of  his Son, he 
‘showeth forth his righteousness (or mercy) by the remission 
of 	the	sins	that	are	past’…To	him	that	is	justified	or	forgiven	
God ‘will not impute sin’ to his condemnation. He will not 
condemn him on that account either in this world or in that 
world to come. His sins, all his past sins, in thought, word, and 
deed, ‘are covered’, are blotted out; shall not be remembered 
or mentioned against him, and more than if  they had not been. 
God	will	not	inflict	on	that	sinner	what	he	deserves	to	suffer,	
because the Son of  his love hath suffered for him. And from 
the time we are ‘accepted through the Beloved’, ‘reconciled to 
God through his blood’, he loves and blesses and watches over 
us for good, even as if  we had never sinned. (1991:115)
This	answer	to	the	question,	“What	is	justification?”	indicates	that	for	Wesley,	God’s	
good	work	of 	 justification	corresponds	with	God’s	act	of 	 forgiving	a	person	of 	
their sins and thus not condemning them for those sins. A propitiation for sins has 
been made by means of  the death of  Jesus, resulting in the removal of  the suffering 
God	would	 otherwise	 have	 inflicted	 on	 the	 unjustified	 sinner,	 who,	 upon	 being	
justified,	no	longer	has	their	sins	“imputed”	to	them.	“For	Wesley	then,	justification,	
quite simply, means pardon, the forgiveness of  past sins” (Collins, 1997:90).10
	 In	light	of 	this	understanding	of 	the	doctrine	of 	justification,	Thomas	
C. Oden recognizes that “this is the doctrine that places Wesleyan teaching close 
to the heart of  the magisterial Reformation—Luther, Calvin, Reformed, and 
contemporary evangelical teaching” (2012:72). So also Timothy J. Crutcher notes 
that	as	far	as	the	ordo	salutis	is	concerned,	“the	priority	Wesley	gives	to	justification	
marks	him	as	a	Protestant”	(2015:151).	Whether	Paul	himself 	meant	by	justification	
what the classic Reformers interpreted him to mean is of  course hotly contested, 
taking a center seat on the stage of  the so-called “new perspective on Paul” debate.11 
Whatever Paul meant, Wesley himself  appears to have meant basically what the 
Reformers	meant	by	“justification	by	faith.”	Pardon,	forgiveness,	and	acquittal	for	
sins	committed	constitutes	the	first	step	in	the	good	work	God	has	begun	and	will	
carry on to completion in the believer until the day of  Christ Jesus, the one whose 
atoning	death	makes	justification	possible.
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“Hath Begun to Sanctify You”: The Good Work of  Sanctification
	 Having	 justified	 the	 believer,	 God	 has	 also	 “begun	 to	 sanctify”	 the	
believer as part of  the good work God has begun and will be faithful to bring to 
completion.	Although	justification	in	Wesley	may	be	understood	in	terms	of 	“initial	
sanctification,”	Wesley	also	understood	sanctification	as	a	next	phase	in	the	order	of 	
salvation.12	Wesley	distinguishes	between	justification	and	sanctification	in	his	1785	
sermon “On Working Out Our Own Salvation”:
By	justification	we	are	saved	from	the	guilt	of 	sin,	and	restored	
to	the	favour	of 	God:	by	sanctification	we	are	saved	from	the	
power and root of  sin, and restored to the image of  God. 
All experience, as well as scripture, shows this salvation to be 
both instantaneous and gradual. It begins the moment we are 
justified…it	gradually	increases	from	that	moment,	as	a	‘grain	
of 	mustard	 seed,	which	at	first	 is	 the	 least	of 	 all	 seeds,	but’	
gradually ‘puts forth large branches’, and becomes a great 
tree; till in another instant the heart is cleansed from all sin, 
and	filled	with	pure	love	to	God	and	man.	But	even	that	love	
increases more and more, till we ‘grow up in all things into him 
that is our head’, ‘till we attain the measure of  the stature of  
the fullness of  Christ.’ (1991:488-89)
In	Wesley’s	 view,	 God’s	 good	 work	 of 	 sanctification	 in	 the	 life	 of 	 the	 believer	
begins	at	the	moment	of 	justification	when	the	believer	is	forgiven	of 	their	sin,	and	
gradually continues on as the believer grows and matures in the faith. This is what 
is meant by the language of  “holiness of  heart and life” and “Christian perfection” 
in Wesley’s writing and preaching. Yrigoyen explains that for Wesley this “holiness” 
or	“sanctification”	had	two	main	aspects:	(1)	“inward	holiness	[which]	involves	total	
commitment to God, singleness of  intention, centering one’s life completely on 
God” and (2) “outward holiness [which] entails the manner in which we show our 
love for God in our love for neighbors, remembering that the neighbor is anyone 
and everyone else” (1996:37). Inward and outward holiness, holiness of  heart and 
life,	Christian	perfection,	 sanctification—this,	 in	Wesley’s	view,	 is	 included	 in	 the	
good work God has begun and will carry on to completion until the day of  Christ 
Jesus.
“Will Carry On This Work Till it Issue in Glory”: The Good Work of  
Glorification
 Finally, Wesley explains Phil 1:6 as a statement about God’s good work 
in the life of  the believer which God will faithfully carry on until it issues in 
glorification.	What	Wesley	might	have	included	in	God’s	good	work	of 	glorification	
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does	 not	 figure	 as	 prominently	 in	 his	 works	 as	 what	 he	 articulated	 concerning	
justification	 and	 sanctification.	 One	 place	 we	 might	 turn	 for	 clues	 about	 what	
“glory” for him entailed is to another sermon, this one based on Rev 21:5 and 
entitled	“The	New	Creation.”	Wesley	concluded	that	sermon	with	one	of 	the	finest	
rhetorical	flourishes	to	be	found	anywhere	among	his	writings:
But the most glorious of  all will be the change which then will 
take place on the poor, sinful, miserable children of  men. These 
had fallen in many respects, as from a greater height, so into a 
lower depth than any other part of  the creation. But they shall 
‘hear a great voice out of  heaven, saying, Behold the tabernacle 
of  God is with men, and he will dwell with them, and they shall 
be his people, and God himself  shall be their God.’ Hence will 
arise an unmixed state of  holiness and happiness far superior 
to that which Adam enjoyed in paradise…As there will be no 
more death, and no more pain or sickness preparatory thereto; 
as there will be no more grieving for or parting with friends; 
so there will be no more sorrow or crying. Nay, but there 
will be a greater deliverance than all this; for there will be no 
more sin. And to crown all, there will be a deep, an intimate, 
an uninterrupted union with God; a constant communion 
with the Father and his Son Jesus Christ, through the Spirit; 
a continual enjoyment of  the Three-One God, and of  all the 
creatures in him (1991:500)!
In this moving end to a sermon with a strong eschatalogical orientation, Wesley 
leaves a few crumbs for later readers to pick up on their way to grasping what 
he	 might	 have	 included	 among	 God’s	 good	 work	 of 	 glorification.	 For	 Wesley,	
“glory” involves an eschatalogical transforming of  previously fallen persons, and 
glorification	 from	 his	 perspective	 “finds	 its	 fullest	 reality	 in	 the	 eschatalogical	
recreation of  all things” (Maddox, 1994:190). God’s new creation for transformed 
persons will include an atmosphere of  “unmixed state of  holiness and happiness” 
surpassing even the one found in Eden. In “glory” sin will be no more and the 
incomparable joy of  unbroken fellowship with the Triune God will be the reality in 
which God’s people dwell. Wesley explains Phil 1:6 as a word of  apostolic persuasion 
of 	this	very	thing:	that	the	God	who	began	the	good	work	of 	justification,	having	
begun also to sanctify God’s people, will carry on this work until it issues in a 
glorious new creation reality for the poor, sinful, miserable children of  humanity.13
Conclusion
 In this article I have discussed John Wesley’s explanation of  Phil 1:6 in 
his Explanatory Notes upon the New Testament. We have seen that Wesley did not 
adopt the material or intertextual interpretive options that some who followed him 
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would adopt in their interpretation of  this beloved Pauline text. Instead, Wesley 
joined the majority who have assigned Paul’s language about “good work” in Phil 
1:6 a soteriological meaning. This should come as no surprise since Wesley routinely 
operates with a soteriological hermeneutic as he interprets biblical texts.
 What distinguishes Wesley from many who opt for a soteriological 
understanding of  “good work” in Phil 1:6 is how his explanation highlights the 
theological	 themes	 of 	 justification,	 sanctification,	 and	 glorification.	 Departing	
from Bengel’s more generalized soteriological reading of  this familiar verse, Wesley 
explains Phil 1:6 in a way that is at least in keeping with his own theological interests, 
if 	not	altogether	influenced	by	them.	In	light	of 	this,	Wesley’s	brief 	note	on	this	
cherished text can provide Wesleyans with a convenient point of  entry into a larger 
discussion of  important theological themes in Wesleyan theology. 
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John Wesley (1703-1791) was a theologian and practitioner of  mission. The 
theological sophistication of  his missiology has never been fully appreciated for 
three reasons: 1) Wesley seldom used the language of  “mission,” 2) he intentionally 
masked the depth of  his learning in the interest of  “plain, sound English,” and 3) 
interpreters assumed that as an evangelist, Wesley could not be taken seriously as 
theologian. Quite to the contrary, this article shows the depth and sophistication of  
Wesley’s doctrinal and missiological thinking. Reviewing Western Christian theology 
from	the	first	century	to	our	day,	this	article	examines	the	close	use	of 	Irenaeus	by	
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Introduction
John Wesley (1703-1791) was a theologian and practitioner of  mission. 
The theological sophistication of  his missiology has never been fully appreciated for 
three reasons: 1) Wesley seldom used the language of  “mission,” 2) he intentionally 
masked the depth of  his learning in the interest of  “plain, sound English,”1 and 3) 
interpreters assumed that as an evangelist, Wesley could not be taken seriously as 
theologian. Quite to the contrary, this article shows the depth and sophistication of  
Wesley’s doctrinal and missiological thinking. Reviewing Western Christian theology 
from	the	first	century	to	our	day,	I	set	forth	a	thesis	which	I	believe	carries	high	
potency	for	Christian	fidelity,	discipleship,	theological	integrity,	authentic	mission,	
and Spirit-powered transformation in persons and culture.
Albert Outler- scholar of  the whole Christian tradition, not just Wesley- 
wrote, “Wesley was working against an immense background with a remarkable 
repertory.” But he more often concealed than displayed this. Wesley’s reticence to 
parade his learning has “encouraged both his disciples and his critics to ignore the 
intricate mosaic that lies behind his plain-style prose. The result has been a general 
underestimation of  Wesley’s actual stature as a theologian and, therefore, of  his 
place in the transition from Protestant orthodoxy to ‘modernity’, and his relevance 
for later ages.”2
Outler documents Wesley’s “lifelong interest in church history” and 
“profound sense of  constancy” through the turbulence of  time. Wesley intentionally 
“re-enter[ed] the Christian past in order to appropriate its best treasures for his own 
time, because, amidst all historical change, he saw an essential continuity that had 
perdured.” Further, Wesley believed the Christian tradition “developed in a more 
stable fashion within the Greek Orthodoxy than in the Latin West.”3 This viewpoint 
colored Wesley’s later theological work.
An underlying thesis here is that deep personal experience of  God and 
formative theological paradigms always exist together and shape each other. Wesley 
understood this. He did not seek an experience of  God void of  a theological 
framework, nor did he desire an abstract theological framework that was separate 
or separable from experiencing God. He sought a theological framework that in 
fact expressed and nurtured that experience. A key implication of  this framework 
is that the spiritual-theological authenticity of  any awakening or renewal movement 
is shaped by its theological assumptions (paradigms, root metaphors) as much as by 
the moving of  the Spirit in people’s experience. God’s Spirit seeks to shape both 
behavior and thought, quite as we should expect. My central task in this paper is to 
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trace a line, a narrative, from the New Testament Gospel of  the kingdom to John 
Wesley and on into our day, noting some critical points of  doctrine and discipleship 
along the way.
1. Jesus and the Good News of  the Kingdom
The person and the message that saves the world and brings new creation 
is Jesus Messiah and the kingdom he brings (what E. Stanley Jones called the Person 
and the Plan4).	This	is	the	message	and	The	Way	that	Jesus’	first	apostles	and	the	early	
church	embodied	(not	just	affirmed).	It	is	what	the	first	Christians	proclaimed	and	
extended and “gossiped,” as Michael Green put it.5 The early church (and especially 
the apostles John and Paul) understood this deeply. By the Spirit they were able to 
articulate as well as embody this Good News in ways that communicated effectively 
through and beyond the Hebrew–Greek divide (Logos theology; the kingdom and 
“plan” or “economy” [oikonomia] of  God).
John Wesley felt that the long-living Apostle John was closest to the heart 
of  Jesus, and therefore the gospel. Thus the most pure, perfect embodiment of  the 
gospel is found in John’s writings- Gospel, Revelation, and in the purest distilled 
form, 1 John.6 The “sum of  the whole gospel,” Wesley said, is found here: “We love 
him,	because	he	first	loved	us”	(1	Jn	4:19).7 Yet Wesley also drew largely on Paul and 
all of  scripture, both Testaments.
The	 vitality	 of 	 the	 early	 church	 (during	 the	 first	 three	 centuries)	 was	
grounded in the New Testament gospel of  Jesus and the kingdom, embodied in 
multiplying	communities	of 	faithful	Jesus	disciples-	the	body	of 	Christ,	fired	by	the	
Spirit. This is The Way and it is ever the basis of  genuine renewal and awakening in 
the church through history.
2. John and Paul: Reconciling all things in Jesus Christ; destroying Satan’s 
work
The apostles John and Paul, especially, bridged into Greco-Roman culture 
with abiding effectiveness: John with his logos theology of  embodied love- Word 
made	flesh-	and	Paul	with	his	oikonomia–all-things (ta panta) theology, summarized so 
succinctly in Colossians 1 and especially Ephesians 1:10. God has a plan (oikonomia) 
for the fullness of  time to bring everything (pas [all], or ta panta [all things]) together 
in proper reconciled relationship under the headship of  Jesus Christ.8 Paul here 
builds on the key concepts of  oikos (household or family) and kephale (head our 
source). To this Pauline strain we add John’s emphasis on embodied, obedient 
love and Jesus’ decisive victory over Satan. A key text (which Wesley used in his 
important Sermon 62, “The End of  Christ’s Coming”) is 1 John 3:8, “The Son of  
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God was revealed for this purpose, to destroy the works of  the devil” (certainly not 
to destroy the earth).
With	the	closing	and	affirming	of 	the	scripture	canon,	this	foundation,	
especially of  John and Paul- supplemented of  course by all the other New Testament 
writings and the lived example of  Christian communities- became the critical basis 
for all future Christian theology. Though Paul and John used differing terminology, 
they both proclaim and embody precisely the same message, the same Gospel Way- 
embodied discipleship. Thus they provide mutually reinforcing parallel articulations 
of  the gospel, giving the Good News of  the Kingdom added intellectual, philosophical, 
and incarnational impact in the expanding circles of  culture beyond the worlds of  
Jerusalem, Athens, and Rome- to the ends of  the earth. 
3. Irenaeus – Recapitulation: Reconciling all under the headship of  Jesus 
Christ through the love and grace of  God
Irenaeus lived from c. 134 to 202 AD, completing his ministry as Bishop 
of  Lyons in Gaul (modern-day France). He was likely born in Smyrna. 
Johannes Quasten in his Patrology calls Irenaeus “by far the most important 
theologian of  the second century.”9 In his letter to the presbyter Florinus, Irenaeus 
writes,
For, when I was still a boy, I knew you [Florinus] in lower Asia, 
in Polycarp’s house [in Smyrna]… I remember the events of  
those days more clearly than those which happened recently… 
so that I can speak even of  the place in which the blessed 
Polycarp sat and disputed, how he came in and went out, the 
character of  his life… how he reported his intercourse with 
John and with the others who had seen the Lord, how he 
remembered their words, and what were the things concerning 
the Lord which he had heard from them… and how Polycarp 
had received them from the eye-witnesses of  the Word of  
Life, and reported all things in agreement with the Scriptures. 
I listened eagerly even then to these things through the mercy 
of  God which was given me, and made notes of  them, not on 
paper, but in my heart, and ever by the grace of  God do I truly 
ruminate on them.10
Irenaeus	thus	knew	personally	and	was	influenced	by	Polycarp	(69-156	AD),	Bishop	
of  Smyrna and martyr. Irenaeus says Polycarp was appointed bishop of  Smyrna (one 
of  the seven churches of  the Apocalypse, Rev. 2:8-11) by Jesus’ original apostles.
Fluent in both Latin and Greek, Irenaeus was a brilliant and “irenic” 
leader and thinker. It was “quite natural,” Michael Green comments, “that Irenaeus, 
himself  a native of  Asia Minor, should write in Greek as he conducted his 
missionary and apologetic work in France.”11 Lyons was the principal city of  Celtic 
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Gaul; Irenaeus notes in his Preface to Against Heresies that he was “resident among 
the Keltae [Celts]” and “accustomed for the most part to use a barbarous dialect.”12
Irenaeus	 was	 a	 central	 figure	 in	 the	 key	 group	 of 	 early	 Christian	
theologians whose work constituted, in Eric Osborn’s words, “the emergence 
of  Christian theology” proper. For reasons that will become clear later, I believe 
Irenaeus	continues	today	to	be	a	key	figure	in	bridging	between	the	New	Testament	
gospel of  the kingdom and the effective embodiment- in thought and behavior- of  
the Good News in our day.
Irenaeus wrote during a particularly critical and creative time in Christian 
theology and discipleship- the period from about 150 to 200 AD. Christian thinkers 
now had the complete canonical Bible to work with. They more fully engaged 
pagan philosophy and the challenge of  Gnosticism. They mounted an increasingly 
sophisticated theological and philosophical offense. “Christian thought displayed 
fresh vigour… Christian argument developed rapidly in the highly original writing 
of  Justin, Athenagoras, Irenaeus, Clement of  Alexandria and Tertullian… New 
Testament ideas took off  with such speed that the opposition became increasingly 
irrelevant.”13
Irenaeus is one of  the many patristic authors John Wesley studied. 
Although Wesley does not speak extensively of  Irenaeus, Albert Outler is explicit 
about	his	influence:	Wesley’s	“basic	idea	of 	the	‘order	of 	salvation’…	is	obviously	
an adaptation from St. Irenaeus’s famous doctrine of  [anakephalaiosis] (i.e. the 
recapitulatory work of  Christ as the ground of  all salvation).”14 (Obvious to Outler 
this idea is largely overlooked by most.)
As Outler notes, Irenaeus is known especially for his concept of  
recapitulation. This derives from Ephesians 1:10. Eric Osborn points out however 
that to properly understand Irenaeus’ theology, recapitulation must be seen in 
connection with three other key concepts (which, if  we were so inclined, we might 
call the “Irenaen Quadrilateral”):
1) Intellect. By this term Irenaeus means God as universal personal loving 
mind- in Osborn’s words, the one Person “embracing all things in knowledge and 
vision, indivisible and simultaneous, entire and identical, the source of  all good 
things,” in contrast to Gnostic ideas.15 For our understanding today, perhaps the 
best summary term is Personal All-embracing Self-conscious Love.
2) Oikonomia. Throughout scripture we see that God has a divine plan 
to counteract the effects of  sin and restore and advance his whole creation. This 
oikos word, common in Greek culture and used fairly frequently by Paul and in 
the	Septuagint,	signifies	the	overall	economy	of 	salvation	to	which	Paul	refers	 in	
Ephesians 1:10 (“as an oikonomia for the fullness of  time”).
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3) Recapitulation. Here is the plan: to reconcile, sum up, unite all things in 
Jesus Christ. God’s “work involves joining the end to the beginning and changing 
reality	in	a	radical	way,	so	that	the	word	becomes	flesh,	Alpha	is	joined	to	Omega,	
and death becomes life,” notes Osborn.16 This is precisely what Paul writes in 
Colossians: Jesus Christ “is before all things, and in him all things hold together. He 
is	the	head	of 	the	body,	the	church;	he	is	the	beginning,	the	firstborn	from	the	dead,	
so	that	he	might	come	to	have	first	place	in	everything.	For	in	him	all	the	fullness	
of  God was pleased to dwell, and through him God was pleased to reconcile to 
himself  all things, whether on earth or in heaven, by making peace through the blood 
of  his cross” (Col. 1:17-20). This is recapitulation.
4) Participation. The goal of  God’s plan is personal participation with God, 
becoming “participants of  the divine nature” (2 Pet 1:4)- living in communion with 
God in the body of  Christ transformingly in the world. This connects of  course 
with the Eastern Christian idea of  deification and with Wesley’s understanding of  
sanctification	or	Christian	perfection.
These four concepts are closely interconnected. They can be linked 
visually as follows:
Intellect (Divine Mind)  g  Oikonomia  g  Recapitulation  g  Participation
Or in language more familiar to us:
 
Triune God  g  Divine Plan  g  Reconciliation in Jesus Christ  g  Holy Discipleship
The similarities here with John Wesley seem self-evident, provided we understand 
Wesley on his own terms and not through some other lens.
What then is recapitulation? “Recapitulation” is nothing more or less than a 
summation of  Paul’s succinct statement in Ephesians 1:9-10 (stated a bit more fully 
in Colossians 1), best translated as: God “has made known to us the mystery of  his 
will, intentionally set forth in Jesus Christ, as a plan [economy] for the fullness of  
time, to bring all things together in proper relationship under Jesus Christ [anakephalaiosis]- all 
things, in heaven and on earth.”17
In today’s English, recapitulation fails to capture Irenaeus’ meaning. We 
think of  recapitulation as simply a summary, as one might “recap” a story or a sports 
event. In Irenaeus, recapitulation means precisely what Paul means in Ephesians 
1:10- bringing all things together in proper relationship under Jesus Christ the head 
(Greek, kephale;18 Latin, caput, the root of  such English words as capital, captain, and 
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chapter). Recapitulation, both in Ephesians 1:10 and in Irenaeus’ usage, thus means 
bringing all things into proper relationship under the headship of  Jesus.
Irenaeus’ great work is Detection and Overthrow of  the Pretended but False 
Knowledge (of  Gnosticism), commonly known in English as Against Heresies (running 
over 600 pages in a recent edition). However Irenaeus also wrote a marvelous little 
book, On the Apostolic Teaching, available as a small paperback.19
The recapitulation framework was not unique to Irenaeus, though it is most 
associated with him. Osborn elaborates:
Recapitulation… dominates the New Testament and the 
theology of  Ignatius, Justin, Clement of  Alexandria, Tertullian 
and Athanasius. It includes three sets of  motifs: Christ corrects 
and perfects all that is; as Christus Victor he is the climax of  
the economy of  saving history; and as the perfection of  being, 
goodness and truth, he gives life to the dying, righteousness to 
sinners and truth to those in error.20
My central argument here is this: Irenaeus of  Lyons represents a key 
moment	 in	 the	 emergence	of 	Christian	 theology.	His	 is	 the	first	 comprehensive	
theological articulation of  the New Testament gospel between the close of  the 
New Testament period and the divisive theological controversies that followed 
and that would lead in time to the East–West, Greek–Latin divide in theology and 
eventually the schism between Roman Catholicism and Eastern Orthodoxy. He is 
a	 both/and	 convergence	 figure,	 the	 comprehensiveness	 of 	 whose	 theology	 had	
particular attraction for Wesley in its holding together the mystery and rationality 
of  the gospel; image and word; regeneration through the blood of  Jesus Christ and 
sanctification-	restoration	of 	the	image	of 	God	after	the	likeness	of 	Jesus	Christ.	
Salvation by the Word of  God implants the dynamism of  the image of  God into the 
Christian life (both personal and corporate). An experience of  God in which there 
is a coworking of  divine sovereignty and human freedom; an evangelical synergism 
lived out in faithful discipleship, “all inward and outward holiness” (to use one 
of  Wesley’s favorite phrases). This stance requires holding in tension the truth of  
divine sovereignty and human capacity, which Latin Christianity mostly failed to do.
In	his	understanding	of 	sanctification	in	its	various	dynamics,	Wesley	was	
more drawn to authors other than Irenaeus, as we have noted. But his understanding 
of 	sanctification	was	worked	out	largely	within	the	frame	provided	by	Irenaeus	and	
some of  Irenaeus’ more astute contemporaries.
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4. Augustine vs. Pelagius: Dividing the Gospel
The often-controversial Tertullian (c. 155–c. 240 AD), from the North 
African Roman province of  Carthage, was Irenaeus’ younger contemporary. Like 
Irenaeus, he wrote extensively against heresy. Unlike Irenaeus however, who bridged 
the East-West cultural and linguistic divide, Tertullian’s mindset was Latin. He was 
the	first	Christian	theologian	to	produce	an	extensive	body	of 	Christian	writings	in	
Latin. For this reason he is often called “the father of  Latin Christianity.”
Most Christians today it seems are more familiar with Tertullian’s name 
(and his use of  the term trinity) than Irenaeus’ (at least in the West, at least until 
recently). Tertullian however represents an enduring East-West divide in a way that 
Irenaeus does not. With Tertullian and then the great Augustine of  Hippo (354–
430 AD), we are fully into the Greek-Roman divergence in terms of  doctrine and 
worldview.
Gustaf  Aulén in Christus Victor underscores Tertullian’s key role in the 
emergence	 of 	Western	Christian	 theology.	He	writes,	 “It	 is	 possible	 to	 fix	with	
precision	 the	 time	 of 	 the	 first	 appearance	 of 	 the	 Latin	 theory	 [of 	 atonement].	
Tertullian prepares the building materials; Cyprian begins to construct out of  
them a doctrine of  the Atonement.” Tertullian introduced the ideas of  merit and 
penance, writing that God “wills that the remission of  the penalty [of  sin] is to be 
purchased for the payment, which penance makes.” Aulén notes, “The idea of  Merit 
is associated with the performance of  that which is commanded, the observance 
of  Law.”21
Aulén focuses on atonement theology. The larger point however is that 
Tertullian and his successors introduced what became the typical Western mindset 
that put not only atonement but also the whole oikonomia of  God on a rational/legal 
basis rather than on the broader biblical basis of  covenant love and grace.
The next century witnessed the Christian Church’s recognition by 
the Roman Empire, then just thirty years later the fall of  Rome. For Western 
Christianity, this changed the Christian narrative dramatically. Augustine largely 
reshaped the storyline.22 An unbiblical “spirit is perfect, matter is imperfect” view 
permeates much of  Augustine’s writings, for his worldview was strongly shaped 
by neo-Platonic thought. Augustine so emphasized original sin that the original 
goodness of  creation was eclipsed.23	The	biblical	affirmation	of 	the	image	of 	God	
in humankind and the manifestation of  God’s glory in nature were largely forgotten. 
Though Augustine did see creation as displaying God’s glory, he did not seem to 
value the very materiality of  creation as God’s good gift, or fully to understand the 
place of  the earth in God’s plan.
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So East and West drifted apart. The Eastern Christian mindset was more 
open to mystery and paradox than was the Latin mindset, which tended toward 
rationality, law, and either/or antitheses. For Wesleyan theology, the key point is that 
Wesley bridged this divide in creative and powerful ways. At both the experiential and 
conceptual level, Wesley’s broad vision nurtured the dynamism of  early Methodism. 
An important aspect of  the historical narrative concerns the controversial British 
theologian Pelagius. 
Pelagius	 (c.	360–418)	spent	 time	 in	Rome	and	 like	Irenaeus	was	fluent	
in both Greek and Latin. He was a contemporary of  Augustine’s whom Augustine 
(and hence many since) came to regard as a heretic. Pelagius taught a devout and 
holy life. He stressed human capacity and therefore accountability to respond in 
faith and obedience to divine grace. Augustine accused him of  teaching that humans 
could of  their own free will accept grace and do good works. To Augustine, this was 
heresy, and the Council of  Carthage accordingly declared Pelagius a heretic in 418.
Wesley felt the attacks on Pelagius were personal and probably not 
theologically	justified.	He	wrote	in	his	own	edition	of 	Mosheim’s	Concise Ecclesiastical 
History, “It is scarce possible at this distance of  time to know, what Pelagius really 
held. All his writings are destroyed: and we have no account of  them but from 
Augustin [sic], his furious, implacable enemy. I doubt whether he was any more an 
Heretic than Castellio, or Arminius.” Ted Campbell notes,
Elsewhere Wesley stated his guess that Pelagius was “both a 
wise and holy man,” whereas [Augustine was] “full of  pride 
[and] bitterness.”… Pelagius, Wesley wrote to John Fletcher, 
“very probably held no other heresy than you and I do now.” 
[Wesley] therefore doubted… whether Pelagius himself  would 
have subscribed to “Pelagianism,” meaning… the view foisted 
on	Pelagius	by	Augustine	and	 identified	as	“Pelagian”	 in	 the	
subsequent Christian tradition, according to which human 
beings have a natural ability to keep God’s commandments. 
Wesley may have felt that Pelagius was a kindred spirit.24
Wesley wrote very similarly about “the real character of  Montanus,”25 and I have 
no doubt whatsoever that Wesley saw both Pelagius and Montanus as advocates of  
heart religion and responsible grace, and therefore as kindred spirits.
It now seems clear that Pelagius’ mindset was more Celtic than Latin. 
His	conflict	with	Augustine	et al.	was	a	conflict	fed	partly	by	cultural	and	partly	by	
theological and even political differences. Celtic Christianity was never dominated 
by Rome until about the eighth century, and even then only partially so. Rather than 
developing a detailed argument here, I will piggyback on the work of  Philip Newell, 
Listening for the Heartbeat of  God. Newell writes,
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The prayers of  the Western Isles [of  Great Britain] 
and	 elsewhere	 in	 the	 Celtic	 world	 certainly	 reflect	 the	 same	
emphasis on creation as those attributed to St Columba and St 
Patrick… They continually portray the elements of  the earth 
as expressions of  God’s grace and goodness and see God in 
the ordinary and everyday instead of  exclusively in the Church.
I had discovered characteristics of  the old Celtic Church 
in the prayers of  the Western Isles, but where was the original 
source of  this spiritual tradition? When I explored the earliest 
manifestations of  Celtic Christianity, in the fourth-century 
writings of  Pelagius, for example, I found a similar emphasis 
on the life of  God within creation. This much-maligned early 
British Christian stressed not only the essential goodness of  
creation – and our capacity to glimpse what he called “the 
shafts of  divine light” that penetrate the thin veil dividing 
heaven	and	earth	–	but,	very	specifically,	the	essential	goodness	
of  humanity. Pelagius maintained that the image of  God can 
be seen in every newborn child and that, although obscured by 
sin, it exists at the heart of  every person, waiting to be released 
through the grace of  God.26
For our purposes here, precisely what Pelagius believed and whether his 
views	pushed	beyond	acceptable	orthodoxy,	and	the	extent	of 	Pelagian	influence	on	
or	affinity	with	Celtic	Christianity,	is	beside	the	point.	The	point	is	that	Christianity	
in the British Isles maintained an emphasis on “the wisdom of  God in creation” 
and	specifically	on	the	importance	and	capacity	of 	 the image of  God in persons that 
is more attuned to scripture and to early Eastern Christianity than it is to Latin 
Christianity, with its emphasis on sin, depravity, law, and institutionalized church 
structures and authority. Western Christianity lost the essential biblical balance that 
Wesley perceived, experienced, taught, and sought mightily to extend- and with 
considerable success.
Celtic and Eastern Christianity in fact incarnate similar understandings of  
the faith. Both streams were deeply immersed in scripture. They showed a positive 
assessment of  creation generally and of  human nature (image of  God). It should be 
no	surprise	therefore	to	find	Wesley	more	attuned	to	these	streams	than	to	the	more	
legal, rationalistic mindset of  Latin Christianity- though of  course Wesley was ready 
always to learn from anyone who demonstrated pure love for God and neighbor.
5. John Wesley – Full salvation: Restoration of  the image of  God; the mind 
of  Christ; faith working by love; “all inward and outward holiness”; all things 
made new
Though Wesley had a particular fondness for Ephrem Syrus, “Macarius 
the	Egyptian,”	and	other	witnesses	to	heart	holiness,	still	the	affinity	with	Irenaeus	
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is	notable.	Outler	highlighted	Irenaeus’	influence,	as	we	noted.	In	fact	Outler’s	thesis	
should be read in full and carefully studied:
[Wesley’s] basic idea of  the “order of  salvation”- as the 
process of  the restoration of  the image of  God- is obviously 
an adaptation from St. Irenaeus’s famous doctrine of  
[anakephalaiosis, recapitulation] (i.e. the recapitulatory work 
of  Christ as the ground of  all salvation). His central theme 
(divine-human participation) was learned in large part 
from Macarius, Gregory of  Nyssa, and Ephrem Syrus. His 
concept of  Christian [koinonia] was more Greek than Latin, 
and this explains his freedom to correct what he regarded as 
the excessive sacerdotalism within the Anglican ecclesiology 
that he had inherited. At the center of  all these ideas was his 
understanding of  the person and work of  the Holy Spirit as 
God’s personal presence in the believer’s heart and will, and in 
the	Spirit-filled	 community	 and	 its	 sacraments.	This	 enabled	
him to think of  the Christian believer as indwelt and led by the 
Spirit within rather than being possessed by the Spirit as if  by 
some irresistible force.27
My main emphasis here is the way Wesley embedded his understanding 
of  holiness and Christian discipleship in a larger theological framework, and the 
high	 significance	 of 	 that	 framework	 (signaled	 by	 the	 term	 recapitulation) for our 
understanding and practice of  transformative holiness discipleship today. Two 
points:	 1)	 Irenaeus	 is	 the	 bridge	figure	 between	 the	New	Testament	 gospel	 and	
Wesley, and 2) as appropriated by Wesley, Irenaeus provides a timely avenue for 
the reappropriation and rearticulation of  Wesleyan theology and discipleship in the 
new world-age we have entered since about 1945. (See Addendum, Key Parallels 
between Irenaeus and John Wesley.)
Wesleyan theology since Wesley has suffered domination by a Western 
Enlightenment	 mindset.	 It	 has	 been	 over-influenced	 by	 Western	 rationalist	
paradigms. The result is that Wesley himself  has often been misread and narrowed 
down to just a part of  his message, and thus just a part of  the authentic Wesleyan 
dynamic. In our day, releasing the power of  Wesleyan thought, perspective, and 
worldview means mining anew the deepest roots of  Wesley and his spiritual, 
theological, and historical formation.
This is not an issue of  an Eastern Orthodox Wesley versus a Western 
Catholic, Puritan, or Anglican Wesley. To pit the Eastern (mainly early Greek) and 
Western	 (mainly	 early	 Latin)	 influences	 on	Wesley	 against	 each	 other	 is	 wasted	
energy.	Wesley	held	 together	what	never	 should	have	been	 separated	 in	 the	first	
place. In The Radical Wesley I refer to this achievement as “the Wesleyan synthesis.” 
Others have spoken of  Wesley’s both/and or “conjunctive” theology.
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We must note however that Wesley’s life and thought were dynamic. 
Over decades he kept building out from the center, expanding his theological 
understanding, putting it into an ever-larger frame as Methodism grew and as Wesley 
himself  matured theologically and as he engaged the rapidly expanding historical, 
philosophical,	scientific,	and	economic	knowledge	of 	his	day.28
I argue here for the contemporary theological/worldview relevance of  
Wesley’s late sermons- particularly Sermons 54-64, beginning with “On Eternity” 
and concluding with “The New Creation.”29 These are not in fact sermons but short 
essays. Wesley says he arranged them (in his 1788 four-volume edition) “in proper 
order;	 placing	 those	 first	which	 are	 intended	 to	 throw	 light	 on	 some	 important	
Christian doctrines; and afterwards those which more directly relate to some branch 
of  Christian practice; and I shall endeavour to place them in such an order that one 
may	illustrate	and	confirm	the	other.”30 
These sermons follow not the logic of  systematic theology, but rather 
the logic of  the history of  redemption (via salutis). The arrangement is historical 
and to some degree chronological. This is the larger theological framework in 
which we should understand Wesleyan theology and experience today. Here Wesley 
summarizes, I believe, the heart of  his theology and gives us his essential, mature 
theological judgment. These sermons are foundational, not eccentric, as sometimes 
viewed.
To these sermons we should add Wesley’s growing concern over many 
decades with “the wisdom of  God in creation”- especially in light both of  Irenaeus 
and	of 	 twenty-first	century	culture.	The	way	forward	 is	 to	keep	the	vital	beating	
heart of  Wesleyan theology and experience and place it with increasing clarity and 
creative vigor in the larger biblical framework of  God’s oikonomia- his plan for the 
fullness of  time to reconcile all things in Jesus Christ, things on earth and in heaven; 
things visible and invisible; things present and things to come; until the earth is full 
of  the knowledge of  the Lord and his will is done on earth as in heaven. Wesley 
in his late decades was pointing in this direction. We should follow this path. This 
means there is a very fruitful theological/historical/formational agenda before us 
now, in God’s providence and the fullness of  time. 
Wesley’s key themes, as we know, were full salvation: restoration of  the 
image of  God; the mind of  Christ; faith working by love; “all inward and outward 
holiness”; “holiness and happiness”; “justice, mercy, and truth.” Increasingly Wesley 
put these themes within the framework of  “the wisdom of  God in creation” and 
God’s plan to reconcile all things in Jesus Christ. We see this most fully in Sermon 
60, “The General Deliverance” (Rom 8, creation itself  liberated), Sermon 62, “The 
End [or Goal] of  Christ’s Coming” (1 John 3:8, to “destroy the works of  the devil”), 
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and Sermon 64, “The New Creation” (Rev 21:5, “Behold, I make all things new”). 
But the whole series of  sermons in all its interconnections is important.
Always with Wesley, this theology was in the service of  embodied 
discipleship. In early Methodism, seekers were immediately started on the road to 
discipleship (especially through classes and bands), which is the road to Christ-like 
character.31
6. Theology and Awakening since Wesley
The trajectory from Wesley and early Methodism to our day has been 
well chronicled in books such as Vinson Synan, The Holiness-Pentecostal Movement in 
the United States (1971) and its revision, The Holiness-Pentecostal Tradition: Charismatic 
Movements in the Twentieth Century (1977); Timothy Smith, Revivalism and Social Reform 
(1957); Donald Dayton, Discovering an Evangelical Heritage (1976) and its revision 
with	a	fine	new	introduction	by	Douglas	Strong,	Rediscovering an Evangelical Heritage: 
A Tradition and Trajectory of  Integrating Piety and Justice (2014); David Hempton, 
Methodism: Empire of  the Spirit (2005); Henry Knight III, ed., From Aldersgate to Azusa 
Street: Wesleyan, Holiness, and Pentecostal Vision of  the New Creation (2010); and similar 
studies. My point here is to note the ever-present interconnection between awakenings and the 
theological worldview in which they are embedded. That is, the renewal or awakening itself, 
and the theological assumptions within which it is birthed and then guided.
Church Renewal Trajectory 
The Great Awakening and the Evangelical Revival in Great Britain, most 
especially early Methodism, powerfully released the renewing dynamic of  the Holy 
Spirit	anew	into	the	world.	The	energy	of 	that	renewal,	though	it	ebbed	and	flowed,	
birthed new movements all around the world, ranging from classical Pentecostalism 
to various contemporary charismatic currents. Over time, the energy burst forth 
anew or else got siphoned off  in various directions. Sometimes the energy was 
diluted; sometimes it got mixed with extreme or alien currents; sometimes it 
dissipated	totally	or	petrified	into	dead	institutional	forms.	Again,	various	authors	
have traced this.32
Today, various renewals and awakenings are stirring around the world. 
Their experiential and theological authenticity (biblically speaking) varies widely. 
A	very	 significant	 stream,	 in	my	 view,	 is	 that	which	 is	 now	 evident	 through	 the	
Seedbed and New Room currents that have been catalyzed by Asbury Theological 
Seminary over the past few years. Quite a different current is summarized by 
Brett McCracken in “The Rise of  Reformed Charismatics” (Christianity Today 62:1 
[January-February 2018], 53-56). An enthusiastic partisan of  the movement writes 
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this article, and while informative and fairly comprehensive, the article is totally 
uncritical. It provides however a timely illustration of  my main point here.
The thesis of  McCracken’s article is that God’s Spirit has launched 
a dynamic new global movement that weds traditional (even 5-point Calvinist) 
Reformed	theology	with	the	charismatic	gifts.	Spirit	and	Word;	doctrine	on	fire!	A	
typical comment in the article: “Plenty of  [leaders in this movement] agree that the 
Word and Spirit combination addresses the challenges of  today’s cultural moment.” 
Again, “There is a sense that the theological groundedness of  the Reformed 
tradition, plus the missionary zeal and powerful worship of  the charismatic tradition, 
could be a powerful missional combination” (p. 56).
Of  course we celebrate the genuine work of  the Holy Spirit in every 
person and church community. But the analysis in this article, uncritical as it is, is 
remarkably binary (Reformed theology + charismata) rather than comprehensive. 
The big answer for church and world today is conservative Calvinist theology 
(verging toward fundamentalism) wedded to charismatic experience. This is two-
dimensional. The church is much broader than this. The article says little about 
discipleship or ethics and nothing at all about social witness, creation care, or other 
central prophetic biblical themes such as justice for the widow, the orphan, and the 
alien. If  one employs a grid that incorporates the historic church’s four great streams 
(Catholic/Orthodox, Evangelical, Anabaptist, Pentecostal), the shallowness of  the 
Reformed-Charismatic model becomes obvious.33 The article about Reformed 
Charismatics illustrates my point: In any awakening, the theological assumptions or 
grounding of  the movement are crucial.
Theological Worldview Trajectory 
Our theological problem today is that the church has yet to recover 
the fully biblical comprehensive worldview that Irenaeus and some of  his 
contemporaries articulated, and that John Wesley began to lay out in his last decade. 
Several chapters in my book Salvation Means Creation Healed detail how the unbiblical 
divorce between earth and heaven developed (in Western theology especially) from 
the fourth century onward. This distortion continues even now, as we see in many 
popular hymns and gospel songs. Randy Maddox in “John Wesley’s Precedent for 
Theological Engagement with the Natural Sciences” notes:
While	scripture	speaks	of 	God’s	ultimate	salvific	goal	as	“the	
new heavens and earth” (i.e., transformation of  everything in 
the	universe)…	Christians	through	the	first	millennium	[came]	
to	assume	increasingly	that	our	final	state	is	“heaven	above”…	
seen as a realm where human spirits dwelling in ethereal bodies 
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join eternally with all other spiritual beings... in continuous 
worship of  the Ultimate Spiritual Being… [Christians] assumed 
that the physical universe, which we abandon at death, would 
eventually be annihilated.34
By 1500 this earth-heaven divorce was nearly complete. By Wesley’s day, 
the Christian faith both East and West fully accepted the divorce of  heaven and 
earth. More than accepted it, in fact; it was now unconsciously assumed, part of  the 
Christian worldview. The chasm between earth and heaven could be bridged only 
through the sacraments and mystical experience. At death the soul escaped earth 
and entered the timeless bliss of  a spiritual heaven.
This earth–heaven divorce was accepted and assumed by later 
premillennialist dispensationalism, as it still is today. Seven historical trends, ranging 
from the ancient philosophical inheritance of  Neo-Platonism to today’s pop 
premillennialism, combined to produce the one-sided worldview so popular among 
most Evangelicals today—even many in Wesleyan churches.35
Combined, these developments shrink the full biblical meaning of  
salvation and of  the cross of  Jesus Christ. The cross and resurrection come to 
mean individual salvation to eternal life in the next world rather than the restoring 
of  a fallen creation now and on into the future, with all the day-by-day discipleship 
implications that involves. 
Mostly unconsciously, Christians deny or distort the full biblical promise 
of  creation healed. Take 1 Peter 1:3-7, for example. Peter speaks of  “new birth into 
a living hope” through Jesus’ resurrection, guaranteeing Christians an imperishable 
“inheritance” that is “kept in heaven” for them until the time “when Jesus Christ is 
revealed” at his return to earth. But many understand these verses the way The Message 
paraphrase does. The Message misinterprets the passage, rendering “an inheritance… 
kept in heaven” until Christ’s return as “a future in heaven” for Christians. As a 
matter of  fact, 1 Peter says nothing about “a future in heaven.” Rather it speaks of  
Jesus having gone to heaven until the time of  his return to earth- until Jesus’ return 
brings “the time of  universal restoration that God announced long ago through his 
holy prophets,” as Peter proclaimed (Acts 3:21).
How easily today’s Christians assume the unbiblical earth-heaven divorce! 
Christians have unconsciously bought into a worldview that inverts the direction 
of  salvation, seeing salvation as going up to heaven rather than heaven coming 
to earth, as the Bible teaches. We have been taught pseudo-evangelical pessimism 
rather than Wesleyan (and biblical) optimism of  grace. We have been taught that 
Jesus ascended to heaven so that our spirits could join him there eternally, rather 
than what the Bible says: Jesus will come to earth to redeem all creation, including 
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our own physical bodies. Many contemporary Christians are modern-day Gnostics 
and thus functional apostates.36
Biblical salvation means all creation healed. Grasping the power and 
wonder	of 	full	salvation	means	affirming	the	biblical	doctrine	of 	creation	and	the	
meaning of  Jesus’ death and resurrection for the healing and restoration of  God’s 
own created order- and the real-world implications of  that for responsible holiness 
discipleship here and now. In the biblical view, as Timothy Tennent notes, “creation 
is innately good apart from us. Before humans were created, God created plant and 
animal life and called them good (Gen. 1:11, 21, 24). Creation has intrinsic value, 
not just instrumental value.” And beyond this, the “very presence of  God in the 
incarnation	of 	Jesus	Christ”	testifies	“to	the	inherent	goodness	of 	creation.”37 So 
let us embody this in our ethics and discipleship, our life patterns, our politics and 
economics!
Can we not see that this reality must shape our discipleship, our 
theological worldview, and thus the frame within which we understand and expect a 
great awakening? And must guide our methodology, worship, and teaching?
Maddox shows convincingly that the distorted theological worldview 
described above is precisely what the mature John Wesley was pushing against:
In the last decade of  his life . . . Wesley reclaimed the biblical 
imagery of  God’s cosmic renewal, shifting his focus from 
“heaven above” to the future new creation. After a tentative 
defense of  animals having “souls” in 1775, he issued a bold 
affirmation	of 	final	salvation	for	animals	in	the	1781	sermon	
“The General Deliverance.” . . . Broadening the scope even 
further, Wesley’s 1785 sermon on “The New Creation” refused 
to limit God’s redemptive purposes to sentient beings, insisting 
that the very elements of  our current universe will be present 
in the new creation, though they will be dramatically improved 
over current conditions.38
Maddox’s	 conclusions	 confirm	my	own	 study	of 	Wesley.	The	 larger	point	 is	 the	
relevance of  this for a theological worldview framework for faithful holiness 
discipleship and for spiritual awakening now and on into the future.
Conclusion: Challenge and Opportunities
God	 through	his	Holy	 Spirit	 seems	 to	 be	 at	work	 today	 in	 significant	
new ways, bringing renewals and awakenings in various traditions. If  Wesleyans are 
to catch the wave, and especially if  they are to contribute to the kind of  genuine, 
biblically authentic awakening that is a true sign of  the kingdom of  God and not 
settle for lesser partial or errant paths, we must follow this path. We must experience 
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and articulate a renewal that is at once biblically sound, experientially genuine, 
and interlaced with a theological kingdom-of-God, “all things” worldview—an 
embodied message that is as dynamic as that of  Paul, John, Irenaeus, and John 
Wesley. As comprehensive as E. Stanley Jones pictured, especially in Is the Kingdom 
of  God Realism? This is the gospel of  Jesus and the kingdom.
Lacking such a comprehensive vision, we (the Christian church, whether 
Wesleyan, Reformed, Pentecostal, Orthodox, Roman Catholic, or whatever) are 
liable to fall back into the same errors and inadequacies that have plagued the 
church throughout history:
1. Individualism – “Salvation is only about me and my relationship with 
 God.” Any social consequences are either unimportant or 
 automatic.
2. Rationalism – Salvation means believing right doctrines. It is not 
 essentially about walking in the ways of  God in faithful  
 covenant community or the full restoration of  the image of  
 God.
3. Free-floating mysticism – Salvation is personal spirituality resonating 
 with a vague cosmic spirituality, not necessarily based in history 
 or authoritative divine revelation. No necessary ethical 
 implications.
4. Unbiblical dualism – Salvation concerns spiritual things, but not physical 
 or material things. God will take care of  the earth and history; 
 of  politics, culture, and economics. Not our responsibility 
 (except to enjoy the bounty of  a dominated, despoiled earth).
5. Institutionalism and authoritarianism – Salvation is incorporation into the 
 right religious community or structure or submission to the 
 right authority. Discipleship is delegated to the church’s 
 leadership.
All these tendencies compromise the power of  renewal for true personal and cultural 
transformation. They undercut the power of  the Gospel to point prophetically the 
way to the kingdom of  God in biblical, Spirit-empowered fullness.
This is the danger facing spiritual awakenings today. Clearly we Wesleyans 
need an experiential articulation of  the Good News of  the kingdom of  God that 
is	 as	broad,	 dynamic,	 rooted,	 and	 culture-shaking	 as	was	 the	 church	of 	 the	first	
few centuries, as pictured so graphically by Alan Kreider in The Patient Ferment of  
the Early Church: The Improbable Rise of  Christianity in the Roman Empire (Baker, 2016). 
snyder: John Wesley, irenaeus, and christian mission 155
What such a biblically earthed discipleship might look like is suggested in Salvation 
Means Creation Healed, especially in the Conclusion—“Living New Creation Now.” 
The culture-shaping or social-reform impact of  an awakening is not automatic. It 
is not “predestined” or predetermined by God. A movement’s biblical authenticity 
depends on the authenticity of  the theology in which it is embedded.
My prayer is that the Holy Spirit will guide us to an experience of  the 
renewed image of  God in us corporately, as Christian community, that incarnates 
the full biblical promise of  “all things” salvation. Or conversely: That the Holy 
Spirit will help us articulate such a theological vision and live it out so authentically 
that signs of  the kingdom of  God beyond human manufacture will be so obvious 
as to catalyze, by the Spirit of  Jesus, the most authentic, convincing embodiment 
of  the Good News of  Jesus Christ that our world has yet seen, even and maybe 
especially in this day of  globalization, technological wizardry, and emerging cyber 
culture.
Addendum: Key Parallels between Irenaeus and John Wesley (Partial List)
We can identify a good many instructive parallels between John Wesley 
and Irenaeus, despite obvious differences. The distance of  time and culture in 
fact make the parallels all the more striking. (Related parallels between Wesley and 
Macarius the Egyptian have previously been noted by others and myself.39)
1. Affinity for the Apostle John and his writings. Irenaeus knew Polycarp 
 personally, who knew the Apostle John personally. Irenaeus 
 says the Book of  Revelation was written in the generation just 
 before he himself  was born. Rob Wall has documented 
 Wesley’s hermeneutical preference for John, and especially 1 
 John (God is love!).
2. Deep scriptural engagement. Both Irenaeus and Wesley knew the Bible 
 intimately and of  course engaged the New Testament in the 
 original Greek. Both were intentional and insistent in prioritizing 
 scripture over all other sources of  knowledge. They engaged 
 the Old Testament theologically. Both made us of  the analogy 
 of  faith or rule of  faith; all scripture is to be interpreted in 
 accordance with the primary narrative of  God’s plan of  
 salvation healing through Jesus Christ.40
3. Strong, insistent emphasis on the image of  God. Salvation and 
 discipleship concern the work of  the Spirit in transforming 
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 Christians into the restored image of  Jesus Christ- the life of  
	 holiness	that	follows	justification.
4. An emphasis on love within the complex of  other doctrinal and practical emphases. 
 This of  course ties in both with the Johannine emphasis and 
 the image-of-God theme.
5. Theological method: Doing theology by combining reason and image. Both 
 men make strict, careful use of  logic when appropriate, but 
 also engage the faculties of  imagery, imagination, analogy, and 
 metaphor in a way that suggests self-conscious intentionality.41
6. Both Wesley and Irenaeus were conversant with the philosophical currents of  the 
 day, as well as the history of  theology. Both made use of  
 philosophy but in a limited, discriminating way. Philosophy 
 (especially speculative philosophy) could be useful in theology 
 and apologetics, but was strictly secondary to scripture, where 
	 God	speaks	authoritatively	and	definitively.
7. Emphasis on the wisdom of  God in creation. Today this theme in Wesley is 
 getting renewed attention.42 In this regard Wesley witnesses to 
 a characteristic of  the better sort of  patristic theology, found 
 explicitly in Irenaeus.43 Creation in scripture and theology refers 
 not exclusively or even primarily to God’s initial acts of  
 creation, but to God’s whole salvation plan (oikonomia) to 
	 restore	and	continue	the	flourishing	of 	“the	land”	and	the	
 whole created order. Creation is the predicate and raw material 
 for New Creation. 
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Abstract
Missiology has focused on various aspects of  contextualization and the importance 
of  salvation, but has not dealt extensively with the biblical concept of  holiness. 
From a Wesleyan perspective this paper looks at holiness from the lens of  
contextualization.  A biblical support of  contextualization is presented. Then the 
cultural factors of  values—the dynamics of  shame, guilt, and fear are explored—
and purity are examined as starting points to contextualize the holiness message. 
While holiness is ultimately about ethical life and relationships, the message must be 
built upon culturally understandable concepts.
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Introduction
 Having a long interest in contextualization I began to ask what if  anything 
has been written that connects missions and holiness and contextualization.  This 
led	to	a	problematic	conclusion	to	my	initial	search.		One	of 	the	first	and	few	items	
I found was this statement by Timothy Tennent; “There is very little emphasis on 
holiness in the church today, and even less in missions literature” (2010: 80).  He 
proposes that part of  the problem is a lack of  focus on the Trinity in missions, 
stating,	“Once	the	church	is	conceptualized	as	the	earthly	reflection	of 	the	Trinity,	
then holiness becomes central to missions” (Tennent 2010: 81).  While I do not 
doubt this appraisal, I believe that the problem may be broader.  
 The starting point to understanding my concern is connected to the 
focus on the basic concept of  salvation.  Within the western evangelical missionary 
tradition there has been a strong emphasis on conversion as the focus of  the gospel 
message.  This stems in part from a primary focus on the Great Commission and 
possibly from reactions to other theological traditions.  
For example, Arthur Glasser in “Crucial Issues in Missions Tomorrow” 
published in 1972, refers to the debate over the meaning of  salvation spurred by 
what was then the controversy surrounding liberation theology (33).  He refers to 
the perception that an emphasis on “Liberation” leads towards a social gospel.  The 
frequent reaction in evangelical missions circles was a strong emphasis on salvation 
as a “personal relationship to Christ by the new birth, embracing nothing less than 
the blessing and obligation of  bearing the yoke of  His kingdom.  No pietistical, 
passive acquiescence to the evils of  society!” (Glasser 1972: 52).  Thus “salvation” 
became the standard for evangelical missions.
 Perhaps as a consequence of  this emphasis, as well as the consequence 
of  doctrinal differences, I believe that missions theology has not invested enough 
thought into the presentation of  holiness from a cultural perspective as we have 
learned to do with the message of  salvation.  Problems in the global church, such as 
increased rates of  divorce in the US and the genocide in Rwanda, certainly indicate 
a greater need for holy living within the church.  This apparent inadequacy of  
spiritual growth and maturity needs a solution.  Perhaps this need results from the 
lack of  a more culturally relevant call to a fuller spiritual life.  Jacob Loewen, from 
his experience in Central America, asked if  the cause for a lack of  spiritual depth 
was that “the Christian experience was not linked to any fundamental drives or 
needs of  such a society, and that therefore the new life lacked an ‘indigenous source 
of  steam’ which could push for deeper development of  the Christian life?” (1975: 
7).
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A similar sentiment is expressed by a missionary in the 
Islamic context who declares that our message must include 
both religious and cultural issues if  we are to minister the 
gospel effectively to Muslims.  I am convinced that it is not 
the religious side of  Islam that holds its followers in its iron 
grip, but rather the cultural and the community side.… It is a 
complete unit, a way of  life, a total package that touches every 
part of  life.  (Muller 2000: 12)
Both of  these writers highlight the need for a message that calls believers to a 
deeper life that comes from within the receiver’s cultural framework.  This is a 
long standing objective within the Wesleyan tradition.  “At the core of  Wesley’s 
theological methods was his fundamental commitment to the experience of  
Christian conversion and the need to apply theology to the practical challenges of  
the Christian life and the social needs of  the larger society” (Tennent 2009: 108).  
 My goal is to begin to explore how the message of  holiness can be 
culturally	relevant.		This	paper	first	looks	at	the centrality of  holiness in the church, 
then moves to a working concept of  contextualization, and then to connecting 
holiness to culture.  
The Holiness Message
 The biblical call to holiness ranges from God’s call to Abraham (Genesis 
17:1) to Peter’s epistles (1 Pet 1:15 where the call is stated and 2 Pet 1:4 where the 
call is detailed as being like God).  In the teachings of  Jesus the message of  holiness 
is presented in Matthew as the command to be perfect in love like God (Matt 5:43-
48); and his teaching that we are both to love God and others (Matt 22:37-40). 
This call to holiness as central to discipleship in God’s kingdom is ultimately a right 
relationship with God and others.  Holiness is essential to understanding that God’s 
people	being	sent	in	mission	are	to	reflect	God	as	holy	to	the	nations.		Being	God’s	
holy people is described as “the ‘end’ goal of  missions by Tennent (2009: 81-82).  It 
is this end goal that needs to be the basis for contextualizing holiness.  
 Furthermore, the holiness message calls to a complete life that overcomes 
the shallowness pointed out earlier.  In this our message is truly good news.  God’s 
call to holiness is to “enter into the fellowship of  Triune, self-giving love. … 
‘participate in the divine nature’ (2 Pet 1:4 NIV)—to know the Holy Trinity, Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit, who allows us to enter into gracious fellowship with him” 
(Snyder 2007: 74).  Howard Snyder also states that the “biblical message of  holiness 
is pointedly and powerfully relevant to the world in which we live… [as] …Holiness 
should mean wholeness, the integrity of  heart and life” (2007: 61-62).  The goal then 
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in Wesleyan missiology is to carry this message into other cultures in ways that it can 
be more readily understood.  
Contextualizing Holiness
 Before	 looking	 specifically	 at	 the	 contextualization	 of 	 holiness,	 it	 is	
necessary	to	explore	the	concept	of 	contextualization.	 	Perhaps,	we	need	first	to	
ask the question, is contextualization “Wesleyan”?  While Wesley probably failed at 
this in his work in Georgia, and clearly did not use the word, I remind us that, “At 
the core of  Wesley’s theological methods was his fundamental commitment to the 
experience of  Christian conversion and the need to apply theology to the practical 
challenges of  the Christian life and the social needs of  the larger society” (Tennent 
2009: 108).  I believe that contextualization is Wesleyan.
So what is contextualization?  A basic concept to aid the Church in 
understanding the term, is recognizing that God’s Word speaks to all people in all 
places at all times.  In the Old Testament we see “evidence that God continually used 
a contextualizing process in his progressive self-disclosure to his people” (Glasser 
1989: 33).  Through the Old Testament stories we see God “himself  using linguistic, 
cultural, and religious forms already familiar to his people to reveal himself ” (Ott, 
Strauss, and Tennent 2010: 271).  The word for deity of  the surrounding peoples 
(“El”) was taken over by the Israelites (Glasser 1989: 36).  God himself  used the 
culturally familiar concept of  the covenant (Glasser 1989: 40).  The familiarity of  
these	concepts	was	not	the	end,	but	rather	a	starting	point	from	which	God	filled	
the terms “with rich, new meaning to communicate divine truth” (Ott, Strauss, and 
Tennent 2010: 271).  The result was both comprehensible to the people and held-up 
biblically (Glasser 1989: 39).
 In this light, contextualization is the process of  expressing biblical truth 
that never changes, within a local human context so that the truth is understandable 
by the listener.  This understood truth will then guide “the church in living out the 
Christian	faith	in	ways	that	are	both	faithful	to	biblical	truth	and	relevant	to	specific	
cultural contexts” (Ott, Strauss, and Tennent 2010: 266).
 Thus, through contextualization, theology starts from within the culture 
rather than from outside of  the culture.  The receptors of  the message should not 
have to learn new terms before they can start understanding what God is telling 
them.		This	reflects	the	belief 	that	God	is	already	at	work	in	any	culture.		This	is	
prevenient grace that “assures us that God precedes the missionary in every culture, 
amidst the stain of  sin that also exists in every culture” (Moon 2009: 261). 
 The process of  contextualization in this sense “focuses on categories of  
truth that can be ‘read’ from the culture and which correspond to biblical revelation” 
164     The Asbury Journal    73/1 (2018)
(Gilliland 1989: 25).  It is not only the message of  the Bible; it is the essence of  the 
example of  Jesus Christ.  Jesus coming to dwell among us reminds us that the goal 
of  the incarnation is that “the truth of  God in Christ be understood by a people 
through the vehicle of  indigenous culture” (Gilliland 1989: 25).  
 The essence of  contextualization is that “Not only is the gospel 
linguistically translatable, but the gospel is also culturally translatable” (Tennent 2009: 
86).  This is illustrated in a story of  a Caribbean missionary who was working in a 
language	that	had	no	word	for	sanctification.		In	the	end	a	phrase	was	used	from	
women washing clothes “being washed by the Spirit of  God and kept clean” (Nida 
2008: 56).  The bottom line of  contextualization is that we are challenged to identify 
the elements of  any culture that are useful for expressing the biblical message and 
are true to that culture (Ott, Strauss, and Tennent 2010: 270).  
Connection Points for the Message of  Holiness
 This paper proposes that looking for connection points for contextualizing 
the	message	of 	holiness	starts	with	the	role	of 	values,	which	influence	a	culture’s	
understanding of  right and wrong, and are present in all cultures.  Another important 
connecting	point	that	this	paper	will	look	at	is	the	idea	of 	purity—which	influences	
a culture’s understanding of  the worthiness of  being in God’s presence.  The idea 
of  purity, central in many cultures, resembles the concept of  ceremonial holiness 
that is very important in the Old Testament.  Interestingly, Charles Gutenson in 
his argument for holiness as moral and ethical goodness lays aside the concept of  
ceremonial holiness as “the idea of  ceremonial holiness has been lost in favor of  
the more typical sense of  moral and ethical goodness” (2007:  96).  While this may 
be true in the West, it may still be of  central importance in other cultures.  Together 
these concepts may provide a means to overcome the lack of  a focus on holiness by 
providing a stronger intercultural foundation for teaching and discipling believers in 
holiness.  
 As mentioned above, holiness is ultimately about a relationship with 
God	 and	 ethical	 morality	 that	 reflects	 his	 character.	 	 	 From	 the	 objectives	 of 	
contextualization, I argue that those truths, particularly the ethical, may not be the 
best starting point.  Paul Hiebert gave us the perspective of  looking at the issues 
from the “critical realist” stance.  He states that critical realists hold “to objective 
truth, but recognize that it is understood by humans in their contexts” (Hiebert 
2008a: 21).  Just as the salvation message must be understood from within the 
cultural context, so too must the message of  holiness.  
 Hiebert also writes that “Cross-cultural understanding begins with 
recognizing that there are different ways of  representing reality” (Hiebert, 2008a, p. 
dean :  a Wesleyan missiological perspective   165
20).  It is the same reality, but we approach it differently.  Thus, we are not talking 
about a different holiness, but rather, talking about holiness differently.  
 As we think back to God’s practice in the Old Testament of  revealing his 
true character to Israel in culturally relevant ways, we are reminded that the religions 
surrounding Israel had gods that were not models of  moral goodness as was 
Yahweh.  Yet God started from known terms and concepts.  It is for this element 
of  contextualization that this paper looks at the aspects of  values and purity as 
starting points, but not ending points, for contextualizing holiness.   Every culture 
has some understanding of  values.  Likewise, many cultures still focus a great deal 
on	some	aspect	of 	formal	or	ritualistic	purity.		While	this	is	not	a	significant	part	
of  our western worldview, it was in the Old Testament world.  I would like to refer 
again to Gutensen and quote him at length to show why this might be a hard point 
for many westerners to accept.
The term holiness often refers to an external quality of  a thing 
whereby it is designated and set apart for God’s purposes.  This 
sense of  holiness is often characterized as ‘ceremonial holiness.’  
On the other hand, holiness is sometimes used to reference an 
inner quality relating to the moral and ethical goodness of  a 
thing.	 	This	 latter	sense	finds	its	highest	expression	in	God’s	
own nature, overtly expressed when Scripture asserts that God 
is holy.
Given my particular interests here, let me immediately set 
aside the notion of  ceremonial holiness so that I can focus 
instead on holiness as moral and ethical goodness.  This is 
because,	 first,	 it	 has	 been	widely	 argued	 that,	 over	 time,	 the	
idea of  ceremonial holiness has been lost in favor of  the 
more typical sense of  moral and ethical goodness.  Second, 
Wesleyans	 concerned	 with	 the	 doctrine	 of 	 sanctification	 or	
holiness are naturally drawn to that sense of  holiness relating 
explicitly to our living the life that pleases God.  (2007: 95-96)
What I sense is that in cultures that don’t separate the moral and the ceremonial, 
holiness that is only presented as moral may be unintelligible.  
Values
 Since the goal of  contextualization is to begin with what is familiar, the 
first	connecting	point	for	the	contextualization	of 	holiness	looks	at	cultural	values.	
“Values represent priorities in life and serve a motivational function in focusing 
people’s attention and effort on goals deemed as important to the person” (Leung 
and Zhou 2008: 472).  Every society has concepts or ideals that they value about 
others, and these “values guide the choice of  goals of  behavior and the choice of  
means that are value compatible” (Leung and Zhou 2008: 486).  In other words, 
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what is important to us determines our conduct.  In this sense values are “the criteria 
people use to select and justify actions and to evaluate people (including self) and 
events” (Schwartz 1992: 1).  Furthermore, because each “person holds numerous 
values (e.g., achievement, benevolence) with varying degrees of  importance.  … 
Values are a motivational construct” (Bardi and Schwartz 2003: 1208).  The reason 
for this is that the “natural way to pursue important values is to behave in ways that 
express them or promote their attainment” (Bardi and Schwartz 2003: 1208).
 The question researchers ask that helps us understand the values 
approach	 to	 contextualizing	 holiness	 is:	 “how	 do	 value	 priorities	 influence	
ideologies, attitudes, and actions in the political, religious, environmental, and other 
domains?” (Schwartz 1992: 1).  In this approach values:  “(1) are concepts or beliefs, 
(2)	pertain	to	desirable	end	states	or	behaviors,	(3)	transcend	specific	situations,	(4)	
guide selection of  evaluation of  behavior and events, and (5) are ordered by relative 
importance” (Schwartz 1992: 4).
 This leads us to the understanding that the values that a culture holds are 
important to understanding how the group sees right and wrong.  Interestingly, at 
least one research study has shown that there is no solid evidence to demonstrate 
that values related to spirituality are universal.  The study instead evidenced that 
“rather than a single, universal spirituality type, there may be a number of  distinct 
types	 of 	 spirituality,	 each	 consisting	 of 	 a	 different	 subset	 of 	 specific	 values”	
(Schwartz 1992: 38).  While it is possible to recognize values, we need to learn 
how the priorities and combinations of  values might impact the understanding of  
holiness within a culture.
	 An	example	that	explains	how	values	influence	the	perception	of 	what	
is good and moral can be drawn from the practice of  polygamy.   It is stated that 
“the practice of  polygamy, which is frowned on in most cultures, makes good 
historical sense in some African cultures where it is still practiced.  Acceptance of  
polygamy depends on such factors as family status, economic security, and religious 
commitment, all of  which are based on having more children, and particularly sons 
per family” (Thomas and Inkson 2009: 27). By recognizing that cultural values 
are “fundamental shared beliefs about how things should be or how one should 
behave” (Thomas and Inkson 2009: 31), we can understand why polygamy is seen 
as a good thing.  We need this level of  cultural understanding to begin to identify a 
culture’s values that can be connecting points to holiness.
It has been postulated that values can be understood as being held at three 
levels.  Those that are cultural, those that are seen cross-culturally, and those that are 
“supra-cultural, which grow out of  the teaching of  the scripture and transcend the 
particular values of  a society” (Franklin 1979: 359).  While it is this last level that we 
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are striving to see implemented in the teaching of  holiness, contextualization begins 
with the cultural level values as the foundation to get to supra-cultural values.  For 
example, all cultures have positive values that teach one to relate to one’s neighbors. 
These can be starting points for taking people to the biblical standard that goes 
beyond the cultural values.  The New Testament is full of  instruction on not just 
loving our neighbors, but also our enemies.   By relating the goal of  contextualizing 
holiness to values relating to others, we can eventually see that holiness is in fact 
about moral and ethical goodness. 
 Regardless of  the culture, we need concepts to guide our understanding 
of  how the people are seeing values so that we can address holiness to their cultural 
constructs	 or	 frameworks.	 	One	 system	 that	 relates	 specifically	 to	 values	 begins	
with looking to where a culture locates the origins of  virtue from which it develops 
its moral direction.  The theory posits that values are either from within each 
person or from without—that is the society or environment (Hampden-Turner and 
Trompenaars 2000: 234).
 We, in the US, live in an inner-directed culture.  The inner-directed 
language of  this theory is something that we are comfortable with, whereas the 
outer-directed language is less familiar.  Looking at the source of  virtue in each 
helps us see the differences: 
inner-directed cultures believe that “deep down” we know 
what is right, that we have a soul or inner core of  purity and 
integrity, outer-directed cultures bid their members to emulate 
Nature—its beauty, majesty, force, seasonality, and ecology.  To 
respond with grace to social and natural forces is the essence 
of  virtue.  For example, is mercy within us—“in our bowels”, 
to use a somewhat archaic expression—or does it drop “like 
gentle dew from heaven?”  Any one culture may use both 
metaphors, but inner- not outer-directed images typically 
predominate in Judeo-Christian cultures. (Hampden-Turner 
and Trompenaars 2000: 234)
It is easy for us to see the inner-directed view as a good sociological description 
of  biblical perspectives.  When the holiness message is developed from an inner-
directed	 culture	 that	 message	 can	 be	 difficult	 to	 understand	 from	 the	 other	
perspective.
 This theory states that when an inner-directed culture is at its best the 
private conscience is controlling behavior, and social and political affairs.  We could 
add to this list religious affairs.  This is familiar territory to us and is something we 
use in making holiness relevant in our context.  
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 Trying to understand the outer-directed culture from this orientation to 
morality leads to misunderstanding.  The authors hold that outer-directed culture 
at its best “is in touch with the living environment and, like the lyre of  Orpheus, 
resonates with all nature” (Hampden-Turner and Trompenaars 2000: 249).  In 
referring to Japan, the authors point out fundamental differences between western 
concepts and the “Shinto gods, who are pantheistic deities of  nature, inhabit the 
wind, rain, storm, river, mountains, and harvests.  Worshippers are outer directed, 
emulating their beauty, strength, force, speed, and majesty.  The Zen garden and 
moss garden are cultivated in imitation of  natural landscapes, miniaturized and 
finely	groomed”	(Hampden-Turner	and	Trompenaars	2000:	251).	 	This	focus	on	
beauty, balance, or harmony is not necessarily moral and thus holiness from the 
moral	vantage	may	not	resonate	with	this	perspective.		Rather	there	is	more	affinity	
with ritualistic concepts of  purity as the “gods hate dirt or pollution of  any kind and 
therefore	objects	made	for	their	habitation	are	beautifully	finished	and	immaculate”	
(Hampden-Turner and Trompenaars 2000: 251).  
 Another way that this shows up is in relation to how we carry out 
these inner and outer differences.  Western culture is described as being “strongly 
universalist, or rule-making, in its orientation. This view expects that the rules be 
exported and imposed internationally.  What the United States conceives internally 
to be true is also deemed true for others, in politics and in science” (Hampden-
Turner and Trompenaars 2000: 241-242).  We easily fall into the same patterns 
with holiness.   Though we recognize holiness as morality, it is too often evidenced 
through rules.
 There is another approach that is biblically structured that can help us see 
differences in cultures yet is often ignored because of  cultural differences such as 
those just described. This approach starts with the impact of  Adam and Eve’s sin. 
Three problems come out of  the Fall; yet only one tends to be predominant in any 
given culture.  First, in Genesis 3:7 Adam and Eve knew they were naked and knew 
they had done wrong.  This concept is familiar to us and when central yields a “guilt-
based culture” (Muller 2000: 18).  Second, in Genesis 3:8 Adam and Eve hide.  This 
is the concept of  shame which is predominant in “shame-based cultures” (Muller 
2000: 18).  Third, in Genesis 3:10 we read that Adam and Ever were afraid.  This is 
evident in “fear-based cultures” (Muller 2000: 19).
 Roland Muller describes the consequences of  each of  these results. 
“When man sinned, three great conditions came upon mankind.  When man broke 
God’s law, he was in a position of  guilt.  When man broke God’s relationship, he was 
in a position of  shame. When man broke God’s trust, he was in a position of  fear” 
(2000: 21). Each of  these consequences is seen in different cultural manifestations.
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 The foundation of  a guilt society is “belief  in right versus wrong” (Muller 
2000: 22).  This is very similar to the description above of  an inner-directed culture. 
In	the	West	we	have	been	influenced	by	a	Roman	form	of 	government	which	has	
influenced	 our	 history,	worldview,	 and	 theology.	 	 Since	 our	 view	 of 	 salvation	 is	
based on legal concepts, so is our view of  holiness.  The problem comes when 
we	share	concepts	of 	sin	and	justification	to	a	society	that	has	no	similar	judicial	
concept	of 	sin	and	justification	(Muller	2000:	33).				
 The foundation of  a shame culture is focused on how people are seen by 
others within the society.  This is more related to the outer-based culture described 
above.  The individuals in the culture are much more concerned with what others are 
aware of  than what one feels internally about their behavior.  Effort is made to keep 
wrong behaviors hidden.  Once others become aware of  the inappropriate behavior 
the offender feels shame.  The response is to seek to restore one’s honor (Muller 
2000: 50).  Holiness in this context needs to focus on interpersonal relations as its 
starting point.  The message of  the Bible “is not just the story of  God redeeming 
His people (a legal thought), but it is also the story of  God raising mankind from a 
position of  shame, to the ultimate position of  joint-heir with Christ” (Muller 2000: 
57-58).
This is easier for us to see if  we recognize our culture’s growing reluctance 
“to label anything as right or wrong” (Muller 2000: 52) as a movement towards 
shame.  Getting caught and embarrassed is increasingly more of  an issue than is 
one’s own conscience. 
 Another important aspect of  the shame based culture is its understanding 
of 	 defilement	 and	 cleansing	 which	 are	 related	 to	 the	 embarrassment	 of 	 being	
discovered.  Since the individual is not aware of  moral wrong, the violator must be 
restored to honor which is done through some aspect of  either personal or social 
cleansing; social cleansing in some extreme cases being the extermination of  the 
violator.  The holiness answer is the “cleansing and the grace of  God as revealed 
in the Bible” (Muller 2000: 59).  In these cultures “Cleansing is fundamental to 
understanding grace.  Mankind is unclean.  It is not just that man is totally depraved, 
mankind	is	totally	defiled”	(Muller	2000:	60).		
 Fear based cultures are known for dealing with fear through the use of  
power.  In these cultures “the main way of  dealing with a power is to establish rules 
to protect the unwary from harm and procedures to appease those powers that are 
offended...	in	the	form	of 	sacrifice	or	dedication	to	the	invisible	powers”	(Muller	
2000: 44).  It has been relatively easy for missionaries to present the Gospel to 
fear based cultures.  The biblical stories clearly deal with this aspect and easily lead 
“people to the conclusion that the power that is available through Christ is greater 
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than the powers of  darkness” (Muller 2000: 45).  The bridge to holiness as the 
ultimate solution to fear becomes evident as the believer becomes aware of  God’s 
presence in Jesus Christ.  We are reminded in I John 4:18 that “There is no fear in 
love.  But perfect love drives out fear, because fear has to do with punishment.  The 
one who fears is not made perfect in love.”
Purity
	 The	aspects	of 	defilement	and	cleansing	seen	in	shame	cultures	lead	us	
to the recognition that for many cultures, the concept of  purity may be a stronger 
connector to holiness than morality or values.  How can we begin to understand 
this connection?  First, in	the	Old	Testament	sacrificial	system	there	was	a	strong	
emphasis on cleanliness and purity that connects to holiness (Greathouse 1998: 
24).  These concepts are not as relevant to a morality or values based approach to 
holiness, thus our need to think this through.
Second, we need to see how the ideas of  purity and cleanliness are 
different across cultures.  Hiebert, in an article comparing these concepts between 
the US and India, discusses the differences in views of  clean and dirty across the two 
cultures.  He writes that “India’s concern for purity and its disgust of  pollution goes 
much deeper than surface dirt that can be washed off.  The people are concerned 
about	deep,	 inner	pollution,	 the	defilement	of 	self…	Keep	 in	mind	that	India	 is	
known	for	 its	personal	cleanliness	and	its	public	filth,	and	America	for	 its	public	
cleanliness	and	its	personal	filth”	(Hiebert	2008b:	92).
 William Greathouse also helps us see the connection between holiness 
and purity.  He states that holiness “is a cultic term and is conceived—at least from 
the priestly perspective—as ritual purity.  Its opposite is ‘uncleaness,’ and the two 
are antithetical” (Greathouse 1998: 18).  Related to this is the connection between 
holiness and separation.  Greathouse also states, “To be holy is to be separate; to 
be holy is to be clean and pure.  Each of  these notions has ethical as well as cultic 
implications” (Greathouse 1998: 14).  We can in fact use these as connections to 
holiness in cultures without a moral or ethical concept. 
 As was discussed above, not all cultures react to the consequences of  sin 
in the same manner.  Likewise, our approach to holiness has to look at the broader 
perspectives of  the Bible that deal with these differences.  
 In the Old Testament, Israel was surrounded by cultures that held 
concepts relating to purity and cleansing.  In part, Israel’s spiritual journey began 
there.  In discussing why Israel had to be distinct from other nations, Christopher 
Wright points out the relationship for Israel between ethical holiness and ritual 
cleanliness in that “the lack of  either or both of  these would put the continuing 
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presence of  God among his people in severe jeopardy (as Ezekiel saw clearly)” 
(2006: 335).  For Israel, in its time and place, ritual cleanliness was important as seen 
in the book of  Leviticus.  Israel’s understanding of  ethical holiness started with the 
separation	of 	the	clean	and	unclean.		Wright	helps	us	see	this	significance.		
In Israel’s ritual worldview, everything in life could be divided 
into two broad categories:  the holy and the profane (or common).  
God	and	anything	specifically	dedicated	to	God	or	associated	
with him was holy.  Everything else was just common or 
ordinary (the proper, neutral meaning of  profane)…  Only that 
which was clean could come into the presence of  God.  And 
God himself  could only dwell in the presence of  what was 
clean.  (2006: 336)
This can give us insight for today about how to connect purity and holiness for 
cultures that do not have an ethical concept.  Wright also reminds us, “while the 
ritual badge of  Israel’s separation from the nations (the clean-unclean food laws) 
has gone, the necessity of  spiritual and moral distinctiveness of  the people of  God 
certainly has not” (Wright 2006: 337-338).
 Anthropological study can also add to our understanding of  cultural 
views of  purity.   By increasing our understanding of  the concept of  purity we can 
connect other culture’s concepts and purity language to the biblical message.  For 
example, the work of  Mary Douglas sheds light on the purity language in the Bible. 
A study on the book of  James from her perspective points out, 
there is a consistent contrast between two competing 
worldviews or systems of  valuation in these passages. One 
worldview is “God’s” (Jas 1;27; 2:5; 4:4) and the other is the 
worldview of  the “‘world” (1:27; 2:5; 3:5; 4:4 [2x]) and these 
two worldviews are set in opposition using purity language.  In 
each case the implicit command is to reject the world’s measure 
of  reality and to adopt God’s.  The purity language does call 
for	separation,	but	the	separation	is	from	specific	alien	values	
and behaviors associated with the ‘world’.  (Lockett 2011: 396)
Specifically	Douglas	 states,	“Holiness and impurity are at opposite poles” (1966: 
7).  If  this is true, regardless of  what a culture views as impure, we can use this as a 
connection to point towards the concept of  holiness.  
 Douglas highlights an interesting aspect of  Hinduism showing that there 
is a degree of  abstract thought which is important to move from ritual to ethical 
holiness.  She states that “Holiness and unholiness after all need not always be 
absolute opposites.  They can be relative categories.  What is clean in relation to one 
thing may be unclean in relation to another and vice versa” (Douglas 1966: 8-9). 
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She relates that in some contexts cow dung is purifying due to the sacredness of  
cows.
 In some societies, holiness is more closely related to uncleanliness as 
its opposite while in others holiness is more opposed to spiritual unworthiness 
(Douglas 1966: 11). Douglas also ties this into the Old Testament concepts of  clean 
and unclean meats.  She states that to “be holy is to be whole, to be one; holiness 
is unity, integrity, perfection of  the individual and of  the kind.  The dietary rules 
merely develop the metaphor of  holiness on the same lines” (Douglas 1966: 54). 
This helps us in seeing how to build from a culture’s concept of  purity to holiness. 
Douglas’ criticism helps us understand that the Evangelical movement “has left 
us with a tendency to suppose that any ritual is empty form, that any codifying of  
conduct is alien to natural movements of  sympathy, and that any external religion 
betrays true interior religion” (1966: 61).  Our challenge is not to begin with our 
assumptions but those of  the culture with which we are sharing about holiness.
Conclusion
 This paper has tried to demonstrate that the Bible presents the concept 
of  holiness in such a way that we can begin its theological development from within 
any given culture.  Holiness is both based on ethical morality and values and purity. 
It ties together God, the individual, and the society.   Holiness can and must deal 
with culture at the worldview level.  That is why we must approach holiness from 
the perspective of  contextualization, and cultural views of  values and purity are 
good	starting	points	to	finding	God’s	previous	work	that	will	connect	to	holiness.		
Further, I believe that Wesleyan Theology is ideally suited as a medium 
for the contextualization of  holiness.  In particular our emphasis that holiness is 
relational is essential to align the holiness message with the perspectives of  a culture. 
For example, relational holiness builds the bridge from the three consequences of  
sin seen above.  For guilt cultures, holiness is ethical and deals with the forgiveness 
needed to restore the sinner to a right relationship with God.  For shame cultures, 
holiness restores honor and thus returns the offender into community with God 
and others.  For fear cultures, holiness is power to deal with fears and taboos.  This 
may also explain the predominance of  pentecostal holiness in parts Africa and Latin 
American that are closer to being fear cultures. 
dean :  a Wesleyan missiological perspective   173
Works Cited
Bardi, Anat, and  Shalom H. Schwartz
2003  “Values and Behavior: Strength and Structure of  Relations,”  
  Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 29 (Oct): 1207-1220, 
  Retrieved from http://psp.sagepub.com. 
Douglas, Mary
1976  Purity and Danger: An Analysis of  Concepts of  Pollution and Taboo. 
  London: Routledge and Kegan Paul.
Franklin, Karl. J. 
1979  “Interpreting Values Cross-culturally: With Special Reference 
  to Insulting People!” in Missiology: An International Review, 7 (3): 
  355-364.
Gilliland, Dean. S. 
1989  “Contextual Theology as Incarnational Mission” in The Word 
  Among Us: Contextualizing Theology for Mission Today: 9-31. Edited 
  by Dean S. Gilliland. Dallas, TX: Word INC.
 
Glasser, Arthur
1972  “Salvation Today and the Kingdom” in Crucial Issues in Missions 
  Tomorrow: 33-53. Edited by Donald. A. McGavran. Chicago,   
  IL: Moody Press. 
Glasser, Arthur F. 
1989  “Old Testament Contextualization: Revelation and Its 
  Environment” in The Word Among Us: Contextualizing Theology 
  for Mission Today: 32-51. Edited by Dean S. Gilliland. Dallas, 
  TX: Word INC.
Greathouse, William. M. 
1998  Wholeness in Christ: Toward a Biblical Theology of  Holiness. Kansas 
  City, MO: Beacon Hill Press of  Kansas City.
Gutenson, Charles. E. 
2007  “Living with the Tension: Holiness Versus Grace in 
  Postmodern Ministry” in Grace and Holiness in a Changing World: 
  A Wesleyan Proposal for Postmodern Ministry: 95-108. Edited by 
  Jeffrey Greenway and Joel B. Green. Nashville: TN: Abingdon 
  Press.
Hampden-Turner, Charles H. and Fons Trompenaars
2000  Building Cross-cultural Competence: How to Create Wealth from 
  Conflicting Values. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.
Hiebert, Paul. G. 
2008a “Anthropology, Missions, and Epistemological shifts” in 
  Paradigm Shifts in Christian Witness: Insights from Anthropology, 
  Communication, and Spiritual Power: 13-22. Edited by Charles E. 
  VanEngen, Darrell Whiteman, and J. Dudley Woodberry.  
  Maryknoll, NY:  Orbis Books.
174     The Asbury Journal    73/1 (2018)
2008b “Clean and Dirty: Cross-cultural Misunderstanding in India,” 
  in Evangelical Missions Quarterly,  44 (No. 1): 90-92.
Leung, Kwok, and Fan Zhou
2008  Values and Social Axioms. In Handbook of  Motivation and 
  Cognition across Cultures: 471-490. Edited by Richard M. 
  Sorrentino and  Susumu Yamaguchi. EBSCO Publishing: 
  eBook Collection. Retrieved from  http://web.ebscohost.
  com/ehost. 
Lockett, Darian
2011  “Strong and Weak Lines: Permeable Boundaries between 
  Church and Culture in the Letter of  James,” Review and 
  Expositor, 108 (Summer 2011): 391-405. Retrieved from http://
  web.ebscohost.com/ehost.
Loewen. Jacob A. 
1975  Culture and Human Values: Christian Intervention in Anthropological 
  Perspective. South Pasadena, CA: William Carey Library.
Moon, W. Jay
2009  “Indigenous Proverbs, Rituals, and Stories: Evidence of  God’s 
  Prevenient Grace in Oral Cultures” In World Mission in the 
  Wesleyan Spirit: 102-111.  Edited by Darrell L. Whiteman and 
  Gerald H. Anderson. Franklin, TN:  Providence House 
  Publishers.
Muller, Roland
2000  Honor & Shame: Unlocking the Door. Bloomington, IN: Xlibiris 
  Books.
Nida, Eugene A. 
2008		 “Reflecting	on	Cultures,	Language	Learning,	and	
  Communication” in Paradigm Shifts in Christian Witness: Insights 
  from Anthropology, Communication, and Spiritual Power: 47-56. 
  Edited by Charles E. VanEngen, Darrell Whiteman, and J. 
  Dudley Woodberry.  Maryknoll, NY:  Orbis Books.
  
Ott, Craig, Stephen J. Strauss, and Timothy C. Tennent C. 
2010  Encountering Theology of  Mission: Biblical Foundations, Historical 
  Developments, and Contemporary Issues. Grand Rapids, MI: Baker 
  Academic. 
Schwartz, Shalom H. 
1992  “Universals in the Content and Structure of  Values: 
  Theoretical Advances and Empirical Tests in 20 countries” in 
                Advances in experimental Social Psychology, 25:1-66. Edited by 
                Mark P. Zanna. San Diego, CA: Academic Press, INC.
dean :  a Wesleyan missiological perspective   175
Snyder, Howard A. 
2007  “Holiness of  Heart and Life in a Postmodern World” in Grace 
  and Holiness in a Changing World: A Wesleyan Proposal for 
  Postmodern Ministry: 61-84. Edited by Jeffrey E. Greenway and 
  Joel B. Green. Nashville: TN: Abingdon Press.
Tennent, Timothy C. 
2009  “Wesley’s ‘Catholic Spirit’ and Global Christianity” in World 
  Mission in the Wesleyan Spirit: 102-111. Edited by Darrell L. 
  Whiteman and Gerald H. Anderson. Franklin, TN:  Providence 
  House Publishers.
2010  Invitation to World Missions: A Trinitarian Missiology for the Twenty-
  first Century. Grand Rapids, MI:  Kregel, Academic & 
  Professional.
Thomas, David C. and Kerr Inkson
2009  Cultural intelligence: Living and working globally (2nd ed.).  San 
  Francisco, CA: Berrett-KoehlerPublishers, Inc.   
Wright, Christopher H. J. 
2006  The mission of  God: Unlocking the Bible’s grand narrative.  Downers 
  Grove, IL: IVP Academic.
176
The Asbury Journal 73/1:176-189
© 2018 Asbury Theological Seminary
DOI: 10.7252/Journal.01.2018S.09
Mark R. Elliott
Methodism in an Orthodox Context: History, Theology, and (Sadly) 
Politics
Abstract
The history of  Methodism and Eastern Orthodoxy goes back to the early days 
of  Wesley and his interest in the teachings of  the Greek Church Fathers. The 
relationship between Methodists and the Orthodox Church has gone through 
positive and negative periods, but the growth of  the Soviet Union and the challenge 
of  Communism placed new challenges on both groups. The emergence of  the 
Russian Orthodox Church and its reaction to growing Protestant missions has led 
to new problems, although the ongoing hope is that commonalities in our theology 
will overcome some of  the challenges of  current political realities. This paper was 
originally presented at the United Methodist Church Eurasia-Central Asia “In 
Mission Together” Consultation, held in Fulton, Maryland on May 6, 2017.
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Introduction
 For several years following the 1991 breakup of  the Soviet Union, 
the United Methodist Church coordinated multi-million-dollar relief  shipments 
of 	 food	 and	 medicine	 to	 Russia,	 with	 the	 Russian	 Orthodox	 Church	 officially	
partnering in its distribution (Hoffman and Pridemore 2004: 470). For example, 
under this arrangement, between December 1991 and July 1992, four million 
pounds of  food made its way to the former Soviet Union (Kimbrough 1995). Also 
in 1992, Russian Orthodox Patriarch Alexei II participated in a televised United 
Methodist Easter Service on Red Square in which the Patriarch gave a formal 
blessing for the reestablishment of  the Methodist Church in Russia (Kimbrough 
1995). Yet Orthodox protestors were present at that very Methodist Red Square 
Easter celebration, even with the head of  their church in attendance. And very 
soon Russian Orthodox at all levels came to view Methodist presence in their midst 
as an affront. As Bishop Ruediger Minor put it, Orthodox quickly came to see 
Methodism’s ministry in Russia “as just one part of… a Protestant invasion into 
Orthodox territory” (Kimbrough 1995: 472). 
Historical Relationships
 This mixed picture of  an on-again, off-again Methodist-Orthodox 
relationship has been the case through several centuries. The story actually predates 
the emergence of  Methodism in the 18th century, if  we examine Methodist roots in 
the	Protestant	Reformation.	This	prehistory	of 	Methodism	entails	a	very	fleeting,	
but sensational Calvinist chapter, and a much more extended and substantive 
Anglican chapter, with the Church of  England of  course, being our Methodist 
forbearer.
 In 1620 Cyril Lukaris (1572-1638), long-time head of  the Eastern 
Orthodox Church of  Alexandria (1602-20), was elected Ecumenical Patriarch, 
thereby becoming the titular head of  all Eastern Orthodox churches. Throughout 
his	 troubled	 tenure—Lukaris	was	 elected	 and	deposed	five	 times—the	Patriarch	
was buffeted by persistent and aggressive Roman Catholic attempts to either co-
opt him, convert him to Catholicism, dethrone him, or intrigue with the Ottoman 
Sultan, the Patriarch’s overlord, to engineer his execution, which in fact was his 
ultimate fate by strangulation.
 To fend off  the Vatican and the ambassadors of  Catholic France and 
Austria in Constantinople (Istanbul), Lukaris developed very close ties with anti-
Catholic Protestant ambassadors from Holland and England. The Patriarch, who 
had studied at Geneva, became so enamored with Calvinist theology that he wrote 
and published an essentially Reformed Confession of  Faith (1629). It so scandalized 
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the Orthodox world that it led to multiple rejections in a series of  Orthodox 
councils,	 culminating	 in	 its	definitive	 repudiation	 in	 the	Council	 of 	 Jerusalem	 in	
1672 (Hadjiantoniou 1961; Runciman 1968: 259-88; Ware 2004, 189-91). 
 In contrast, we can think of  Anglican-Orthodox mutual attraction as an 
extended courtship that ran hot and cold over centuries, but which never quite 
led to the altar. As this encounter relates to Methodism, we will see that Anglican 
imbibing of  the spiritual riches of  the Church Fathers, especially Orthodoxy’s 
Eastern	Church	Fathers,	came	 in	 turn,	 to	have	a	significant	 influence	upon	John	
and Charles Wesley. 
 Of  all the descendants of  the Protestant Reformation, Anglicans have 
been the most well disposed toward Orthodoxy. Both place great stock in apostolic 
succession; both have vigorously resisted papal claims to head the universal church; 
both, in developing their theology, have drawn heavily upon early Church Fathers; 
and both have refrained from proselytizing the other’s members (Fouyas 1984: 34-
35, 38, 40, and 67; Elliott 1993: 5-7; Campbell 1991: 12-13; Miller 1984: 5).
 Since the inception of  the Anglican Church in the 16th century, various 
of  its theologians and practitioners, including Lancelot Andrewes of  King James 
Bible fame (1555-1626), Herbert Thorndike (1598-1672), Canon of  Westminster 
Abbey; Jeremy Taylor (1613-1667), author of  Holy Living and Holy Dying; and 
William Palmer (1811-1879), advocate of  Anglican-Orthodox intercommunion, 
articulated theological positions common to both the Church of  England and the 
Eastern Orthodox Church, particularly through their common appropriation of  the 
teachings of  early Greek Church Fathers. Patristic writers revered by both churches 
include St. John Chrysostom, Macarius the Egyptian, St. John Cassian, Abba Isaiah 
of  Scetis, Maximus the Confessor, Gregory of  Nyssa, and Ephrem the Syrian 
(Fouyas 1984: 67; Kimbrough, 2002, 2005, and 2007; Miller 1984: 7, 41, 45, 49, 62, 
72-73). 
 In such a climate it should come as no surprise that John Wesley, an 
ordained priest of  the Anglican Church, would develop a deep and abiding 
appreciation	 for	 the	 Church	 Fathers,	 especially	 Eastern	 Fathers	 who	 also	 figure	
prominently in the Eastern Orthodox Tradition. Along with other Anglicans of  his 
day, Wesley looked to the church of  antiquity, which he sometimes characterized as 
“primitive Christianity,” as the hoped-for source of  inspiration for the renewal of  
Christian faith in England (Campbell 1991: 109-11). United Methodist theologian 
and church historian Albert Outler put great stress on the congruence between John 
Wesley’s theological understanding and key elements of  the theology of  the Eastern 
Church Fathers (Maddox 1990: 142). Among a host of  Wesley scholars who have 
taken up this theme in recent times we can note Randy Maddox (Responsible Grace 
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1984), Steve McCormick (1984), and Howard Snyder (1990). To give a concrete 
illustration, let’s examine Wesley scholar Howard Snyder’s comparison of  “John 
Wesley and Macarius the Egyptian:”
   John Wesley went to Christ Church, Oxford, at the time of  
the early eighteenth-century patristic revival there. With others, 
including those in the “Holy Club,” Wesley became interested 
in early Eastern Orthodox mystical writing, especially that of  
the fourth century.
   In 1721, an English edition of  the Homilies of  Macarius was 
published and quickly came into Wesley’s hands. From then on, 
both before and after Aldersgate in 1738, Wesley apparently 
returned periodically to Macarius. When he published his 
fifty-volume	Christian	Library	around	1750,	 the	first	volume	
included his own substantial abridgement of  a number of  
Macarius’s	fifty	“Spiritual	Homilies”	(Snyder	1990:	55).
 Ideas that Wesley and Macarius held in common included free will; 
teachings	 on	 perfection	 and	 sanctification	 (theosis	 in	 the	 Greek;	 obozhenie	 in	
Russian); the Christian as “co-laborer…with God in the work of  perfection;” love 
as the supreme Christian virtue; and salvation freely available to all, in contrast to 
the Western “Augustinian idea of  election and predestination” (Snyder 1990: 57).
	 In	summing	up	the	issue	of 	affinity	between	Wesley	and	Macarius,	Snyder	
writes:
I do not claim that Wesley simply “took over” this set of  ideas 
from Macarius. Some of  them he encountered elsewhere; some 
undoubtedly came to him through his own extensive study of  
Scripture; some were already present in the Anglican tradition; 
some were points of  emphasis in the Pietist writings Wesley 
read (e.g., Arndt’s True Christianity with its emphasis on the 
restoration of  the image of  God and the priority of  love). 
But it is clear that the complex of  ideas on perfection Wesley 
taught were at key points strikingly similar to those taught 
by …Macarius and that these ideas had a particularly strong 
appeal to Wesley and therefore made a distinctive contribution 
to his doctrine of  perfection. (Snyder 1990: 59)
Methodist Missions and Communism in Orthodox Territory
	 Turning	from	theology	to	missiology,	Methodism	made	its	first	missionary	
foray into an Orthodox context via the Ottoman and Russian Empires in the 19th 
and early 20th centuries. Methodist work began in Ottoman Bulgaria in 1857, in the 
Russian province of  Finland in 1861, from there to St. Petersburg beginning in 1888, 
Lithuania in 1900, Latvia in 1904, and Estonia in 1907—all this through Swedish, 
Finnish, German, and American Methodist mission efforts (Elliott 1991: 5). In the 
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wake of  the October 1917 Russian Revolution and the Russian Civil War (1918-21), 
Finland and the Baltic states gained their independence. Here Methodism continued 
to grow in the interwar period, but prior to World War II, not as a minority faith in 
an Orthodox context. Across the border in the U.S.S.R., anti- religious policies led 
to the suppression of  Methodist work in Vladivostok by 1922, the closing of  the 
last Methodist Church in European Russia in Leningrad in 1923, and in 1931 the 
flight	from	the	Soviet	Union	of 	Anna	Ecklund,	the	last	Methodist	missionary	in	the	
country (Robert 1995: 75; Dunstan 1995: 69; Kimbrough 1995: 216).
 This demise of  Methodism in the U.S.S.R. occurred in spite of  the efforts 
of  Methodist Bishops John L. Nuelson and Edgar Blake who lent their support to 
the Living Church, a schismatic offshoot of  the Russian Orthodox Church that 
collaborated with the new Communist government. The Kremlin promoted this 
schismatic Orthodox body as a means of  undermining the former state church. 
Orthodox laity, however, shunned the Living Church so completely that Soviet 
authorities in the mid-1920s abandoned it to a natural death. In the end, Methodist 
alignment with the Living Church proved counterproductive, serving primarily to 
further undermine the Russian Orthodox Church as it struggled to survive Lenin’s 
and Stalin’s massive assault on its very existence (Hoffman and Pridemore 2004: 
468). Incidentally, Red Priests, the title of  the best scholarly study of  the Living 
Church, is the work of  Dr. Edward Roslof  (2002), perhaps the most accomplished 
Russian church historian among American United Methodists. 
 In the same interwar years that Methodist outposts in the independent 
Baltic States and Bulgaria survived and grew, certain ideologically minded Methodists 
in the West were preoccupied expounding radically contrasting evaluations of  the 
Soviet experiment. On one extreme, Julius F. Hecker, a Methodist professor at 
Columbia University, wrote four positive accounts of  the new regime, including 
The Communist Answer to the World’s Needs, published in 1935. He moved his 
family to the Soviet Union and taught philosophy at Moscow State University, only 
to be executed in 1938 in Stalin’s purges (Hecker, 1934-1935). On the other extreme, 
in	1936	we	find	Methodist	pastor	Rembert	Gilman	Smith	of 	Oklahoma	authoring	a	
stridently anti-Communist polemic entitled Moscow over Methodism, and the same 
year launching the Methodist League against Communism, Fascism, and Unpatriotic 
Pacifism	(Smith	1936).	More	or	less	in	between	were	E.	Stanley	Jones’s	reflections	
on Christ’s Alternative to Communism (1935), published following his 1934 
foray in the U.S.S.R. This Methodist culture war in the West, which debated what 
should constitute the “correct” approach to Soviet Marxism, continued unabated 
throughout most of  the 20th century until the Soviet Union itself  ceased to exist. 
Illustrative of  this ideological clash is the rhetoric of  the left-leaning Methodist 
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Federation for Social Action (1907- ) juxtaposed against the rhetoric of  the right-
leaning Institute on Religion and Democracy, founded in 1981 by United Methodist 
pastor	Ed	Robb	and	United	Methodist	layman	and	AFL-CIO	official	David	Jessup	
(Robb 1986; High 1950).
Estonian Methodism
 Back in the U.S.S.R. the most compelling Methodist narrative from 
the end of  World War II to the breakup of  the Soviet Union was the remarkable 
survival	and	even	flourishing	of 	Estonian	Methodism.	At	the	end	of 	the	war,	Soviet	
authorities closed all Methodist churches in Latvia, Lithuania, and western Ukraine. 
Estonian Methodism declined from 26 churches and 3,100 members and adherents 
in 1939 to 12 churches and 700 followers in 1945. Nevertheless, the Estonian 
church at least managed to survive as a legal entity throughout the remainder of  the 
Soviet era. Considerable growth occurred in the 1950s through periodic revivals, 
especially following the 1956 return from the Siberian Gulag of  its most revered 
pastor, Alexander Kuum (Elliott 1991: 5-6 and 9).
New musical expressions were one fruit of  a revival among Methodists in 
the late 1960s, which in turn, contributed to the spread of  revival, especially among 
unchurched young people. Performances of  Western Christian groups inspired 
imitation and led to Western gifts to young Methodist musicians of  a wide range 
of 	equipment	including	synthesizers,	amplifiers,	drums,	and	electric	guitars.	Jaanus	
Karner	of 	the	Tallinn	Methodist	Church	formed	the	first	Christian	rock	group	in	
the Soviet Union in 1969 (Elliott 1991: 10).
Large numbers of  additional Western contacts undoubtedly provided 
both encouragement and a degree of  protection. Dr. Harry Denman, director of  
the Board of  Evangelism of  the Methodist Church, visited Tallinn in 1956, the 
first-known	postwar	 contact	of 	 the	Estonian	 church	with	 a	Methodist	 from	 the	
United States. An especially dramatic break in Estonian Methodism’s isolation came 
in September 1962 with a visit from Bishop Odd Hagen of  the Northern European 
Central	Conference	of 	The	Methodist	Church,	the	first	bishop	to	visit	Estonia	in	
22 years” (Elliott 1991: 11).
Geography worked to Estonia’s advantage. Tallinn is a mere 40 miles 
across the Gulf  of  Finland from Helsinki and is a port of  entry for large numbers 
of  Scandinavian and other Western tourists. The Tallinn Methodist congregation 
benefited	from	knowing	and	being	known	by	large	numbers	of 	Western	Christians	
who worshiped with them. In terms of  systematic sustenance and encouragement 
in the 1960s, the most important Western “breathing hole,” to use Bishop Ole 
Borgen’s expression, was growing numbers of  Finnish Methodist and Pentecostal 
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visitors using the relatively easy access of  the Gulf  of  Finland ferry between Helsinki 
and Tallinn. In the 1970s and 1980s the number of  contacts with Scandinavian, 
West European, and U.S. church and parachurch representatives, as well as with 
increasing numbers of  Western Christian tourists, absolutely exploded (Elliott 1991: 
11-12).
 Leading student groups to Tallinn in 1981, 1985, and 1989, I was able 
to establish friendships with Estonian Methodists. Superintendent Olaf  Parnamets 
and I were able to arrange a pastors’ workshop in 1985 led by Dr. Robert Mulholland 
from Asbury Seminary. Subsequent workshops led by other Asbury faculty, Dr. 
Steve O’Malley in 1988 and Dr. David Seamands in 1989, served as the catalyst for 
a succession of  additional guest professors which ultimately led to the founding of  
the Baltic Methodist Seminary in Tallinn in 1994 (Elliott 1991: 14). Unfortunately, 
Estonian Methodist membership of  2,363 in 1974 declined to 1,783 in 1990 due to 
deaths among older members, immigration of  younger members, and departures 
for other churches, especially charismatic congregations of  Scandinavian and 
American origin teaching a health and wealth gospel (Elliott 1991: 15 and 21). Rev. 
Taavi Hollman, serving as superintendent since 2005, stresses both evangelism 
and social outreach. These emphases, along with the work of  the Baltic Methodist 
Seminary, underscore the continuing vitality of  Estonian Methodism.
Post-Soviet Relations
 Back in 1965 in one of  innumerable anti-religious publications, F. I. 
Federenko predicted that in the near future “one should anticipate [the] complete 
disappearance of  Methodism from the Soviet Union” (Elliott 1991: 21). Instead, 
what happened was that Methodism survived, but the Soviet Union did not. The 
gradual end of  state interference in religious life under Gorbachev between 1987 
and 1990 and the demise of  the Soviet Union in favor of  15 new independent 
republics in 1991, spelled a new day for Methodism in Eurasia. New breathing 
space for freedom of  conscience, however, did not mean freedom from mistakes. 
As United Methodist Bishop Ole Borgen cautioned, “It takes a strong back to carry 
good days” (Elliott 1991). In this new day, one miscue, from my perspective, was 
the decision to have the United Methodist Church partner with the Soviet Peace 
Fund, a sham Communist propaganda instrument with no credibility in any circle 
of  Soviet society. For decades, churches in the U.S.S.R. had been forced against their 
will to contribute to the coffers of  the Soviet Peace Fund, only to have this body 
trumpet to the West the falsehood that citizens of  the U.S.S.R. enjoyed freedom of  
religion. United Methodist association with this Soviet relic did nothing to enhance 
a skeptical public’s opinion of  Methodism.
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	 A	second	miscue,	it	would	appear,	occurred	as	United	Methodist	officials	
assured the Russian Orthodox Church that it would not engage in proselytism, 
even as individual mission-minded United Methodist congregations engaged 
in evangelism and church planting in Eurasia on their own initiative. Orthodox 
hierarchs could not believe what was the truth, that United Methodist bishops were 
unable to control their local churches the way Orthodox bishops certainly could 
control theirs. As a result, Orthodox concluded that the United Methodist Church 
had deceived it with its professions of  fraternity at the same time that it was engaged 
in what Orthodox considered sheep stealing (Hoffman and Pridemore 2004: 472).
 Despite these missteps, the former Soviet Union, including Estonia, 
is now home to over 100 United Methodist churches and fellowships. What the 
denomination now faces is the challenge of  ministry in a political climate hostile to 
Western	influences	and	in	a	context	of 	ongoing	Orthodox	opposition.		
Let me summarize key points of  Orthodox opposition and then develop 
a case for the defense. Most Orthodox Christians believe that Methodists and other 
Protestants have no place in Eurasia. They view Western and Korean missionary 
activity as an unwelcome intrusion into a spiritual landscape nourished by over a 
thousand years of  Byzantine Christianity (Elliott and Hill 1993).
 The Russian Orthodox argument for fair play runs as follows:
1. It is true that Orthodox churches suffer from low rates of  attendance;
2. But Orthodox nominalism today stems from many decades of  state 
oppression and persecution;
3. That being the case, the most civil and Christian response for Western 
Protestants would be to aid the Eastern Church in getting to its feet;
4. Methodists and other Protestants should either help Orthodoxy recoup 
and recover, or stand aside and allow it time to regain its strength, rather 
than take spiritual advantage of  its weakened condition.
5. Consequently, Orthodox churches should have exclusive access to the 
population of  the former Soviet Union even as regards nominal believers 
and atheists.
Orthodox Christians also contend that Methodist and other Protestant 
missionaries have no right to invade Eastern Orthodox canonical territory. 
Orthodox	 missionaries,	 we	 are	 reminded,	 were	 there	 first.	 But	 imagine	 how	
uncomfortable Orthodox themselves would be if  this argument were taken to its 
logical conclusion. If  a faith’s legitimacy were to depend upon its being longstanding 
or	first	in	a	particular	location,	then	what	justification	did	Prince	Vladimir	have	in	
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suppressing an ancient pagan pantheon in favor of  Orthodoxy? And what right did 
Orthodox missionaries in Siberia have to compete with native shamans, thereby 
interfering with the region’s traditional religion (Elliott 1996)?
If 	one	were	 to	accept	 that	a	majority	Christian	confession	first	on	the	
scene by rights should have territorial prerogatives, then Sts. Cyril and Methodius 
should not have begun their work in Moravia, where missionaries from Rome were 
already in evidence; Orthodox conversions among Estonian and Latvian Lutherans 
in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries should not have occurred; and Orthodox, 
who were second to Protestants and Catholics in their arrival in every U.S. state 
except Alaska, should cease and desist from evangelism and church planting in the 
other 49 states.
Missionaries working in countries with long-standing Orthodox traditions 
definitely	need	to	study	the	regions’	history	and	literature	in	order	to	exercise	cross-
cultural sensitivity and relate the gospel to the context. However, even as we come 
to appreciate Orthodoxy, the exceptional achievements of  Slavic cultures, and the 
remarkable perseverance of  long-suffering peoples, we should not feel constrained 
to abstain from, or feel apologetic for, sharing the good news in Eurasia minus 
Marx (Elliott 1996). United Methodists have ample room to minister to millions 
of  Eurasians who are spiritually adrift, without ever engaging in proselytizing, that 
is,	specifically	 targeting	adherents	of 	one	church	 in	an	attempt	to	 lure	them	into	
another (Elliott 1996; Elliott and Hill 1993).
In	 Eurasia,	 Orthodox	 and	 Methodists	 have	 differing	 definitions	 of 	
proselytism	because	we	have	differing	definitions	of 	what	constitutes	a	believer.	As	
John Wesley’s disciples, we believe faith involves a personal commitment to Christ 
as Savior, lived out in worship and service. In contrast, if  a Russian or Ukrainian 
has been baptized as an infant, even if  faith as an adult is dormant or non-existent, 
Orthodox churches consider a Methodist witness to that person to be proselytizing. 
Orthodox churches will even interpret a Methodist overture to admitted non-
believers as proselytism. Oddly enough, such an understanding is reinforced when 
churchless citizens of  the former Soviet Union identify themselves in public polls 
as Orthodox Christians, but only as a type of  cultural marker (Elliott 1996). Most 
infamous in this regard is Belarus President Alexander Lukashenko who is on 
record as declaring himself  to be an Orthodox atheist (Bohdan 2012).
Even as the Moscow Patriarchate insists upon its territorial prerogative, 
I	would	argue	Orthodox	churches	actually	benefit	from	the	presence	in	their	midst	
of  minority Christian communities, including United Methodists, as a check on 
complacency. We would do well to pray for a major Russian Orthodox revival and 
renewal that would permit it to serve wholeheartedly as an agent of  God’s healing 
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and redemption. Because Russian culture owes an enormous debt to Orthodoxy—
in literature, music, and architecture, for example—many Russians likely will remain 
spiritually lost if  a reinvigorated Orthodox Church does not reach them (Elliott and 
Hill 1993). At the same time, it is hard to imagine that any one Christian confession 
alone can reach all Eurasians for Christ. Even if  the crippling legacy of  the 
Kremlin’s interference in Orthodox Church life and its present-day collusion with 
secular power disappeared overnight, and even if  Orthodoxy instantaneously could 
marshal its best efforts in a mighty spiritual renewal, millions very likely would still 
remain	untouched.	The	reason	is	that	many	Eurasians	find	it	difficult	to	place	trust	
in Orthodox hierarchs who seem ever prone to submission to secular overlords.
Many citizens of  post-Soviet states who yearn for more open, democratic 
societies do not believe that the Orthodox Church has the strength or the will to 
speak truth to power. Even to survive as a force in society it appears Orthodoxy 
requires the state to defend it against its detractors. Thus, it is not open to 
supporting religious tolerance for minority Protestant denominations, including 
Methodism, for fear of  losing its preeminence. Instead, as early as the early 1990s, 
it chose to repeat history by retreating to its age-old dependence upon the state to 
provide it with a legislative advantage, if  not a monopoly. On the basis of  Europe’s 
sad experience with state churches, it would appear that nothing could be more 
deadening to Orthodox spiritual vitality than external state supports propping up a 
privileged church (Elliott and Corrado 1997). That is why United Methodists and 
other minority churches in Eurasia, if  given the chance, could render Orthodoxy 
a service by preventing it from succumbing to the calcifying consequences of  
monopoly status.
Just as the Protestant Reformation spurred reform within Roman 
Catholicism, so Methodists and other Protestants have the potential of  saving 
Orthodoxy from the torpor that a privileged legal status engenders. That was 
the case in tsarist Russia where Protestant growth in a given region often helped 
reenergize Orthodox Christians out of  their state church stupor (Elliott and Hill 
1993). As church historian Martin Marty has noted, “Challengers of  the status quo 
can	provide	‘great	stimulus	for	communities	to	define	themselves’	and	‘to	revitalize	
stagnant cultures’” (Elliott and Corrado 1997).
Conclusion
Despite the unenviable status of  Orthodox-Methodist relations at the 
official	level,	instances	of 	fruitful	cooperation	between	Orthodox	and	Methodists	
have occurred in at least two ways. First, impressive scholarship has been undertaken 
in the West by Methodists and Orthodox Christians under the able leadership of  
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Dr. S.T. Kimbrough, Jr., former Executive Secretary of  Mission Evangelism of  the 
United Methodist General Board of  Global Ministries. In 1995 Dr. Kimbrough 
published a very helpful edited volume on Methodism in Russia and the Baltic 
States; History and Renewal. In the next decade Dr. Kimbrough edited three 
additional volumes drawn from academic conferences of  Orthodox and Wesleyan 
scholars	that	he	organized	in	1999,	2000,	2002,	and	2007.	Here	we	find	a	wealth	
of 	 evidence	 based	 on	 careful	 scholarship	 documenting	 a	 significant	 amount	 of 	
common ground between Orthodox and Wesleyan theology. Father Thomas 
Hopko,	dean	of 	St.	Vladimir’s	Orthodox	Seminary,	 in	his	forward	to	the	first	of 	
the three conference volumes, noted the return in recent years of  Methodists and 
Orthodox to the sources of  their respective traditions and the striking similarities 
to be uncovered between the two traditions (Kimbrough 2002: 7). Students of  
Methodist history owe a debt of  gratitude to Dr. Kimbrough for bringing to press 
these thought-provoking and revealing historical and theological studies.
Another United Methodist scholar, Dr. Thomas Oden, superintended 
an additional academic project that involved contributions from an impressive 
constellation of  United Methodist, other Protestant, Orthodox, and Catholic 
theologians. I am speaking of  the massive 29-volume Ancient Christian Commentary 
on	Scripture	(2001-2006)	that	brings	together	reflections	on	each	book	of 	the	Bible	
drawn	from	patristic	authors	of 	the	first	seven	centuries	of 	the	Christian	era	(Oden	
2001-2006).
Though less common than one would hope, another form of  fruitful 
Methodist-Orthodox cooperation has taken place at the congregational level. As an 
example, in 2006 and 2008, Clemson United Methodist Church, Clemson, South 
Carolina, assisted in building a new Orthodox church and helped in the restoration 
of  another in the Kostroma Diocese, several hundred miles northeast of  Moscow. 
In both instances, Father Georgi Edelstein, the Russian Orthodox priest in both 
parishes, has, in turn, been a blessing to United Methodist short-term missionaries 
as he has shared with them spiritual truths with universal applications. In thanking 
Methodist team members for their help, Father Georgi explained on one occasion, 
“It is good to restore the church building, but it is more important to restore the 
soul.”
The task ahead is the restoring of  souls in a land still reeling from the 
negative consequences of  the Soviet Union’s massive assault on faith. In closing, 
may we all be renewed in our covenant to be part of  the Lord’s work by heeding the 
lesson of  a Jewish folk tale told to me many years ago by Dr. Peter Kuzmic, president 
of  the Evangelical Theological Seminary, Osijek, Croatia. The story goes that four 
angels	were	eyewitnesses	to	creation.	The	first	awe-struck	angel	said,	“Lord,	your	
elliott: MethodisM in an orthodox Context     187
creation is beautiful. How did you do it?” The question of  a scientist. The second 
angel said, “Lord, your creation is beautiful. Why did you do it?”  The question of  
a philosopher. The third angel said, “Lord your creation is beautiful. Can I have 
it?” The question of  a materialistic, fallen angel. Then the fourth angel said, “Lord, 
your creation is beautiful. Can I help?” The question of  a faithful servant. Let us all 
resolve to keep uppermost this last question, “Lord, can I help?”
Works Cited
Bohdan, Siarhei
2012  “Orthodox Church Is Losing Belarus.” Belarus Digest, 1 
 March 2012; Retrieved from belarusdigest.com.
Campbell, Ted A. 
1991 John Wesley and Christian Antiquity; Religious Vision and 
 Cultural Change. Nashville, TN: Abingdon Press.
Dunstan, John 
1995 “George A. Simons and the Kristianskii Pobornik” in 
 Methodism in Russia and the Baltic States; History and 
 Renewal, ed. by S. T. Kimbrough, Jr. Nashville, TN: Abingdon 
 Press: 54-69.
Elliott, Mark 
1996 “East European Missions, Perestroika, and Orthodox-
 Evangelical Tensions.” Occasional Papers on Religion in 
 Eastern Europe 16 (No. 2, 1996): 15-25.
1993 “For Christian Understanding, Ignorance Is Not Bliss.” East-
 West Church and Ministry Report 1 (Summer 1993): 5-7.
1991 “Methodism in the Soviet Union Since World War II.” Asbury 
 Theological Journal 46 (Spring 1991): 5-47. 
Elliott, Mark and Sharyl Corrado 
1997 “The Protestant Missionary Presence in the Former Soviet 
 Union.” Religion, State, and Society 25 (No. 4, 1997): 233-51.
Elliott, Mark and Kent Hill 
1993 “Are Evangelicals Interlopers?” East-West Church and 
 Ministry Report 1 (Summer 1993): 3-4.
Fouyas, Archbishop Methodios 
1984 Orthodoxy, Roman Catholicism and Anglicanism. Brookline, 
 MA: Holy Cross Orthodox Press.
188     The Asbury Journal    73/1 (2018)
Geffert, Bryn 
2010 Eastern Orthodox and Anglicans: Diplomacy, Theology, and 
 the Politics of  Interwar Ecumenism. Notre Dame, IN: 
 University of  Notre Dame Press.
Hadjiantoniou, George A. 
1961 Protestant Patriarch: The Life of  Cyril Lukaris (1572-1638), 
 Patriarch of  Constantinople. Richmond, VA: John Knox 
Press, 1961.
Hecker, Julius 
1935 The Communist Answer to the World’s Needs: Discussions in 
 Economic Political and Social Philosophy; A Sequel to 
 Moscow Dialogues. New York, NY: John Wiley & Sons.
1934a  Moscow Dialogues: Discussions on Red Philosophy. New 
 York, NY: John Wiley & Sons.
1934b Religion and Communism: A Study of  Religion and Atheism 
 in Soviet Russia. New York, NY: John Wiley & Sons.
 1934c Russian Sociology, A Contribution to the History of  
  Sociological Thought and Theory, with a Forward by Sidney 
  Webb. London: no publisher.
High, Stanley 
1950 “Methodism’s Pink Fringe.” Reader’s Digest (February, 1950): 
 134-38.
Hoffman, Thomas and William A. Pridemore 
2004 “Esau’s Birthright and Jacob’s Pottage: A Brief  Look at 
 Orthodox—Methodist Ecumenism in Twentieth-Century 
Russia.” Demokratizatsiya (2004): 465-79.
Kimbrough, S.T., Jr., ed. 
2007  Orthodox and Wesleyan Ecclesiology. Crestwood, NY: St. 
 Vladimir’s Seminary Press.
2005 Orthodox and Wesleyan Scriptural Understanding and 
 Practice. Crestwood, NY: St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press.
2002 Orthodox and Wesleyan Spirituality. Crestwood, NY: St. 
 Vladimir’s Seminary Press.
1995 Methodism in Russia and the Baltic States; History and 
 Renewal. Nashville, TN: Abingdon Press.
Maddox, Randy L. 
1990	 “John	Wesley	and	Eastern	Orthodoxy:	Influences,	
 Convergences, and Differences.” Asbury Theological Journal 
 45 (No. 2, 1990): 142.
1984 Responsible Grace; John Wesley’s Practical Theology. 
 Nashville, TN: Abingdon Press.
elliott: MethodisM in an orthodox Context     189
McCormick, K. Steve 
1984 “John Wesley’s Use of  John Chrysostom on the Christian Life: 
 Faith Filled with the Energy of  Love.” Ph.D. 
dissertation, Drew University.
Miller, E.C., Jr. 
1984 Toward a Fuller Vision; Orthodoxy and the Anglican 
 Experience. Wilton, CT: Morehouse Barlow.
Oden, Thomas, ed.
2001-2006 Ancient Christian Commentary on Scripture. 29 volumes. 
 Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press.
Robb, Edmund W. and Julia Robb 
1986 The Betrayal of  the Church; Apostasy and Renewal in the 
 Mainline Denominations. Westchester, IL: Crossway.
Robert, Dana L. 
1995 “The Methodist Episcopal Church, South, in Siberia/
 Manchuria” in Methodism In Russia and the Baltic States, ed. 
 by S. T. Kimbrough, Jr. Nashville, TN: Abingdon Press: 70-83.
Roslof, Edward E. 
2002 Red Priests, Renovationism, Russian Orthodoxy, and 
 Revolution, 1905-1946. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University 
 Press.
Runciman, Steven 
1968 The Great Church in Captivity: A Study of  the Patriarchate of  
 Constantinople from the Eve of  the Turkish Conquest to the 
 Greek War of  Independence. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge 
 University Press.
Smith, Rembert Gilman 
1936 Moscow over Methodism. St. Louis, MO: John S. Swift.
Snyder, Howard A. 
1990 “John Wesley and Macarius the Egyptian.” Asbury Theological 
 Journal 45 (No. 2, 1990): 55-59.
Ware, Kallistos 
2004 “Cyril,” The Encyclopedia of  Religion, Macmillan Reference 
 USA. Vol. 4: 189-91.
190
The Asbury Journal 73/1: 190-210
© 2018 Asbury Theological Seminary
DOI: 10.7252/Journal.01.2018S.10
 
      
From the Archives: Frances Havergal’s Letter to Hannah Whitall 
Smith about her Sanctification Experience
 One of  the most used collections in the Archives and Special Collections 
of  B.L. Fisher Library are the Papers of  Hannah Whitall Smith (Feb. 7, 1832 – May 
1, 1911).1 This Quaker woman and her husband, Robert Pearsall Smith, experienced 
sanctification	and	were	influenced	by	the	teachings	of 	William	E.	Boardman.	As	a	
result, they became leaders in the early Holiness Movement in the United States. She 
and her husband carried the teachings to England, where they were instrumental 
in forming the Higher Life Movement. Hannah became a major speaker and writer 
on holiness with one of  her books, The Christian’s Secret to a Happy Life becoming a 
holiness classic found all over the world. 
But Hannah’s interests carried her into many different arenas and 
connected her with women active in social movements in the U.S. and the United 
Kingdom. She worked closely with Frances Willard of  the Women’s Christian 
Temperance Union and corresponded with women like Susan B. Anthony, Clara 
Barton, Frances Power Cobbe, and Josephine Butler. Hannah also became a strong 
supporter of  the women’s suffrage movement and spoke out for women’s rights. 
She	 valued	 her	 experience	 of 	 sanctification,	 but	 also	 recognized	 the	 inherent	
dangers the experience carried. She collected materials in her “Fanaticism Files” on 
groups	that	expressed	interest	in	and	an	experience	of 	sanctification,	but	frequently	
left	orthodoxy.	Hannah	wrote,	“My	first	introduction	to	fanaticism,	if 	I	leave	out	
all that I got from the Quakers to start with, which was a good deal, came through 
the	Methodist	doctrine	of 	entire	sanctification.	That	doctrine	has	been	one	of 	the	
greatest blessings of  my life, but it has also introduced me into an emotional region 
where common sense has no chance, and where everything goes by feelings and 
voices and impressions.”2
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Hannah Whitall Smith Signed Photograph (From the Papers of  Hannah 
Whitall Smith)
 
It	is	this	almost	scientific-like	interest	in	the	experience	of 	sanctification	
that led Robert Pearsall Smith to ask Frances Havergal about her own personal 
experience. Frances Ridley Havergal (Dec. 14, 1836-June 3, 1879) was born into the 
family of  an Anglican clergyman and except for a short time studying and traveling 
in Germany and Switzerland; she remained at home, frequently in ill health. She did 
not marry or have children and she died at the young age of  42 years old. She wrote 
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religious poetry, hymns, tracts, and some literature for children, most of  which was 
published	after	her	death	by	her	sisters.	But	as	her	letter	reveals,	she	was	influenced	
by the holiness teachings of  Robert Pearsall Smith and Hannah Whitall Smith. Be-
cause of  her early death, and the fact that much of  her work was published after her 
death, her letter to Hannah might be the most complete and full accounting of  her 
sanctification	experience.	While	the	name	of 	Frances	Havergal	is	not	a	household	
name today, her most famous hymn became a powerful anthem in both holiness 
and missionary circles, a hymn still widely sung and loved today:
Take my life and let it be consecrated, Lord, to Thee.
Take	my	moments	and	my	days;	let	them	flow	in	ceaseless	praise.
Take my hands, and let them move at the impulse of  thy love.
Take my feet, and let them be swift and beautiful for thee.
Take my voice, and let me sing always, only, for my King.
Take	my	lips,	and	let	them	be	filled	with	messages	from	thee.
Take my silver and my gold; not a mite would I withhold.
Take my intellect, and use every power as thou shalt choose.
Take my will, and make it thine; it shall be no longer mine.
Take my heart, it is thine own; it shall be thy royal throne.
Take my love, my Lord, I pour at thy feet its treasure store.
Take myself, and I will be ever, only, all for thee.
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Frances Ridley Havergal (Dec. 14, 1836 – June 3, 1879) Image in the Public 
Domain
 The following is an image of  the pages of  Frances Havergal’s moving 
account of  her spiritual experience written to Hannah Whitall Smith in 1875. The 
image is followed by a transcription of  the page to make it easier to read. 
__ ,_ ._, o; 
. . - · ~ . ~. 
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Page One of  the Havergal Letter (Papers of  Hannah Whitall Smith)
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43 Briarwood Avenue, Leamington
Oct. 18, 1875
Dear Mrs. Smith
 I just want to send a line of  thanks for your dear 
husband’s kind note to me, but it shall be through you, in case 
he is not well enough to be tended with letters. It seems to 
me	the	first	and	easiest	 lesson	to	cast	one’s	own	care	on	the	
Lord, but a harder one to leave one’s friends and their matters 
in His hands, and hardest of  all to trust Him about His own 
affairs! And so, while it is long since I had the least ripple of  
care about anything to do with myself, I have until quite lately, 
failed to learn the other two lessons, and the Master has made 
use of  you (i.e. both of  you, I mean) and that part of  His cause 
of  which you are the champions, to shew me the failure and 
teach	me	the	lessons!	Oh,	how	I	have	been	vexing	and	chafing	
over the prejudice and opposition and false witness and how I 
have been mourning because so many who should have been 
helping were hindering (apparently) the Lord’s own work! And 
how I have wanted to explode and speak my mind!
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Page Two of  the Havergal Letter (Papers of  Hannah Whitall Smith)
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 Well it is all over now- the saintly silence of  R.P.S. 
and H.W.S. has shown me a more excellent way, and at last I 
have seen how foolish and sinful it was to leave your affairs and 
His affairs as entirely and restfully to Him as my own. Oh, I am 
so thankful for this grace of  silence given to you, for I believe 
the eloquence of  it is gradually and surely resounding and 
witnessing for the truth of  God as no defense of  yourselves 
could possibly do. Just as if  He would not vindicate His own 
witnesses! And just as if  the Enemy could prevail against 
His truth! I am so glad He has taught me at last to trust Him 
entirely in all this matter- I did not know there was such a gap 
in my armour.
 One good must have at once resulted from Mr. 
Smith’s illness- I suppose thousands more prayers went up for 
him than if  he had been kept in health- when I heard of  it I 
really felt inclined to congratulate him! For I knew how the 
hearts of  God’s people would be stirred up to pray for him. 
And I knew a little too, of  how tenderly gracious the Master 
198     The Asbury Journal    73/1 (2018)
Page Three of  the Havergal Letter (Papers of  Hannah Whitall Smith)
From the archives    199
Himself  would be to him, and what praise he would be 
sure to have to give for this unexpected “calling apart.” For 
myself, I don’t know how to thank God enough for my own 
illness, it is a retrospect of  unmingled praise. I cannot imagine 
why He is so very good to me, having no mysteries in His 
dealings with me, but letting me see a marvelous array of  
wonderfully wise reasons why He did just as He did with me, 
and why it was just at that time. From the very day I trusted 
myself  wholly to Him, He has always let me see thus clearly 
in everything- I hardly know how to express, but I think you 
will understand me if  I say that through continually testing 
my trust in a singular variety of  ways, He never yet (these two 
years) seems to have tried it so that I shall be conscious of  
any strain upon it; I entrusted it to Him, and He so keeps it, 
that in every test however severe it has been as if  He almost 
changed the faith into my sight while the testing lasted. I 
want to tell every one who shrinks from illness and pain that
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Page Four of  the Havergal Letter (Papers of  Hannah Whitall 
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they really need “fear no evil.”
 I am pretty well now, but not at all strong, and I 
do not somehow think it likely I ever shall be. I was by no 
means strong before my illness, but I am considerably below 
my former level, a very little eater talking or walking knocks me 
up for days. I have been delighting in thinking that He can re-
enact	the	miracle	of 	the	loaves	and	fishes	as	to	our	work- that 
His blessings can make a few words feed many thousands and 
multiple one hour’s way, one minute’s work, if  He will to the 
value of  weeks or years of  effort of  labor. And even supposing 
one could not do anything at all again on earth, one might well 
acquiesce in a lifetime of  passive molding and meetening for 
the proud service of  eternity- for the Master’s use above.
 You asked me more than a year ago to tell you 
“whether I had been for any length of  time consecrated before 
realizing union with Jesus” or words to that effect. I could not 
answer then because I was taken ill. I
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think not. For some 2 or 3 years I had been more desirous 
to “follow fully” and had practically given more and more of  
love and time and strength to Christ, but consecration as a 
“definite transaction” had never been brought before me. I did 
not know the real meaning of  my own words “full and glad 
surrender” and of  what “deliverance from sin” might mean. I 
had no notion. I had been a long, long time learning to realize 
justification	 and	 latterly	 had	 gone	 on	 from	 that	 to	 entering	
into the comforting and praise awakening doctrines of  God’s 
sovereign	grace	in	election	and	“final	perseverance”	and	from	
this platform I worked far more happily and successfully 
among others. I wondered what He would teach me next, 
having been very conscious of  progressive teaching.
 Then came what Mr. Smith told me he calls 
“conviction for holiness’” some weeks neither dissatisfaction 
or craving for I hardly knew what, then three days of  seeing 
what I wanted and tremendous turmoil of  soul about it. Then- 
just
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one sentence in a letter from Mr. Wrenford3 - “For conscious 
sin there is instant confession and instant forgiveness- for 
unconscious sin the blood of  Christ cleanseth, i.e. goes on 
cleansing”! That was the message of  deliverance to me! I 
really received as if  I saw everything at once, just as you see 
a	whole	landscape	in	one	flash	where	before	you	saw	nothing! 
Everything which I have read or seen since seemed there at 
once-	consecration,	definite,	total,	rapturous-	then and there! 
Trust	equally	definite	and	entire,	seemed	a	matter of  course! 
The	definite	purpose	to	“sin	no	more”	because the precious 
blood could and would go on cleansing, the instant vision, as 
clear as daylight, that every scrap of  care was to be cast on 
Him, and every shred of  unbelief  renounced for ever- that 
He meant all He said, that no commands were impossible, no 
promises unattainable- all this seemed simultaneous! And no 
human teaching had anything whatever to do with it- it was 
all new to me,
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so what could it have been but the Spirit Himself  teaching me!
 It was not till weeks after that I first read anything on 
the subject, and then I found it all in print! I am so exceedingly 
thankful that He taught me this- that I have not the regret of  
having heard before accepting- of  having hesitated to receive 
the full salvation and delayed my surrender and trust. He sent 
the power with the first word of  definite deliverance, which 
had reached my ear or eye- so don’t you think I have extra 
cause for praise! Others tell me of  having read books and been 
to Conferences, and “known all about it ever so long” and 
then being taught to receive the teaching line by line, gradually 
getting hold of  it a little bit at a time; but to me it was as if  
He poured out more treasure into my lap at once than I have 
had time even to count yet! It is a strange contrast to all His 
previous teaching of  me, which was peculiarly gradual. I
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cannot tell when to date my conversion!
 It is rather curious how all along He has been keeping 
me isolated. I have hardly read anything about it. I have been 
to no meeting, nor come in contact with any teacher, except 
meeting Mr. Smith at Leamington and hearing that one address 
of  yours at Mildmay (July/74). I wonder whether this is that 
I may not echo phraseology? But that in what I say or write, 
I may express myself  more freshly than I should probably 
do if  I had been hearing a great many addresses- it would 
be	 so	 difficult	 to	 avoid	 unconsciously	 or	 even	 consciously	
reproducing the words and form of  ideas which one had been 
drinking in. For I know He is teaching me the same things 
which I should have been learning at Brighton and Oxford if  
I had been able to go. Nevertheless, if  He did open the way 
for me to go, I should not thankfully embrace the opportunity 
of  further help through human channels. I should not have 
inflicted	such	a	screed	on	you,	but	that	you	expressed	a	wish	to	
know.
Yours in heartfelt love,
 Frances R. Havergal
The archives of  the B.L. Fisher library are open to researchers and works 
to promote research in the history of  Methodism and the Wesleyan-Holiness 
movement. Images, such as these, provide one vital way to bring history to life. 
Preservation of  such material is often time consuming and costly, but are essential 
to	helping	fulfill	Asbury	Theological	Seminary’s	mission.	If 	you	are	 interested	 in	
donating	items	of 	historic	significance	to	the	archives	of 	the	B.L.	Fisher	Library,	or	
in	donating	funds	to	help	purchase	or	process	significant	collections,	please	contact	
the archivist at archives@asburyseminary.edu.
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End Notes
 1 All images used courtesy of  the Archives of  the B.L Fisher Library of  
Asbury Theological Seminary who own all copyrights to these digital images. Please 
contact them directly if  interested in obtaining permission to reuse these images.
 2 Hannah Whitall Smith, from her introduction to the Overcomers and 
Anna Spafford (chapter six) in Religious Fanaticism: Extracts from the Papers of  Hannah 
Whitall Smith, edited with an introduction by Ray Strachey, published by Faber & 
Gwyer Limited (1928), page 203.
 3 Mr Wrenford refers to Rev. John Tinson Wrenford (1825-1904), a 
prolific	Anglican	writer	 and	 clergyman,	who	 formed	 a	 close	 bond	with	 Frances	
Havergal.	 She	 sent	 him	 the	 first	 copy	 of 	 her	 hymn	 “Take	my	 life	 and	 let	 it	 be	
consecrated, Lord, to Thee” in manuscript form as soon as it was written. He then 
helped publicize this hymn through his ministry.
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Book Reviews
The Book of  Isaiah and God’s Kingdom: A Thematic-Theological Approach
Andrew T. Abernathy
New Studies in Biblical Theology Series
Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic
2016, 250 pp., paper, $25.00
ISBN 978-0-8308-2641-4
Reviewed by Michael Whitcomb-Tavey
In his book, Andrew T. Abernethy analyzes the book of  Isaiah from a 
thematic-theological position. His premise is that the holistic theme of  Isaiah, from 
start	to	finish,	is	that	of 	“God’s	kingdom.”	More	specifically,	throughout	the	book	
of  Isaiah, various elements in reference to this prophetic meta-theme are addressed. 
Primarily,	 Isaiah	 details	 five	 specific	 sub-themes	 related	 to	 the	 overall	 theme	 of 	
God’s	kingdom.	These	five	sub-themes	consist	of 	1)	identifying	the	King	of 	God’s	
Kingdom, who is God Himself, 2) discussing how God is the only deity worthy 
to be labeled as a “saving king,” 3) addressing the ways in which God is both a 
warrior and compassionate king, which leads to international peace and prosperity, 
4) identifying the lead agents of  His Kingdom, who are used to bring about the 
kingdom of  God upon earth, and 5) identifying both the realm and people of  God. 
In	 reference	 to	 the	first	 sub-theme,	God	 is	 primarily	 described	 as	 the	
“king” throughout the book of  Isaiah. This is discovered throughout the book, but 
primarily in chapter six, where God is described as a holy king at a time when Israel 
had just lost a king. With keen insight, Abernethy reveals how this sub-theme is 
substantiated by the next two sub-themes of  Isaiah. First, God is king because He 
is the only divine entity that can rightfully be claimed as a saving king. According to 
Abernethy, God is described as one who has saved Israel, and who will save Israel 
in the future. In fact, Isaiah describes God as the one who has defeated all the other 
gods, thereby proving his worth as the Divine king. Second, God is king because 
He is both a warrior and a compassionate king that will eventually inaugurate a 
kingdom where all nations prosper and where all nations experience peace. This 
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theme reveals how God is not only going to heal Israel, but all the nations. Such 
peace and prosperity will lead all the nations to journey to Israel, in order to worship 
God as king. Abernethy explains the importance of  these two sub-themes: God can 
be the only rightful king of  the Divine kingdom, for he is both more powerful than 
all the other gods, and He is also the God of  all nations. 
The	fourth	theme	identifies	the	lead	agents	of 	God’s	kingdom.	This	sub-
theme alone could comprise its own book. Therefore, Abernethy only discusses 
the three primary agents in Isaiah: the Davidic ruler, the suffering servant, and the 
prophetic	figure.	While	discussing	this	sub-theme,	Abernethy	is	sagaciously	sensitive	
to both Isaiah, as its own prophetic book placed within the Old Testament, and also 
its canonical witness to Jesus Christ in the New Testament. According to Abernethy, 
the Davidic ruler is the ruler God sets up to rule His kingdom with righteousness 
and justice, the suffering servant is the agent God uses to bring about redemption 
for	His	people,	and	the	prophetic	figure	is	the	agent	God	uses	to	lead	His	people	
to	a	more	Holy	lifestyle.	Finally,	the	last	theme	identifies	the	entire	Universe	as	the	
realm of  God’s kingdom, with “Zion” (i.e. Israel, which eventually becomes the 
“church”) being His manifested place of  rule on earth. As such, the people of  God 
within Isaiah were the Israelites. 
With sixty-six chapters of  complex prophetic content, the book of  Isaiah 
can be both overwhelming and confusing for even seasoned Biblical researchers. 
Despite this, however, Abernethy is able to help bring focus to the book as a whole, 
providing a thematic guide for the reader, so that the reader might better understand 
the material. Abernethy’s book will provide teachers, students, pastors, non-pastors, 
and others with an acute understanding of  the book of  Isaiah. Moreover, he also 
provides a teaching series outline as an appendix, thereby providing the pastor and/
or teacher a guide on how to disseminate the information they learn. As a result, not 
only	will	the	pastor	and	teacher	benefit,	but	those	they	teach	as	well.		
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Thinking, Listening, Being: A Wesleyan Pastoral Theology
Jeren Rowell
Kansas City, MO: Beacon Hill Press
2014, 192 pp., paper, $19.99
ISBN 978-0-8341-3246-7.
Reviewed by J. Russell Frazier
Jeren Rowell serves as the president of  Nazarene Theological Seminary 
and has served as the district superintendent of  the Kansas City District of  the 
Church of  the Nazarene and as an adjunct faculty member of  Olivet Nazarene 
University where he earned his highest degree, Ed.D. in ethical leadership in 2010. 
For fourteen years, he served as the Senior Pastor of  the Church of  the Nazarene 
in Shawnee, Kansas; previously, he served for 12 years as an associate pastor in 
three different congregations. He also served as editor of  two denominational 
publications The Communicator and Preacher’s Magazine. In addition to the 
current volume, he is the author of  two books What’s A Pastor to Do? and The 
Good	and	Difficult	Work	of 	Ministry.	
Despite	 the	 author’s	 denominational	 affiliations	 and	 the	 use	 of 	 the	
denominational publisher, Rowell avoids the use of  parochial terminology in favor 
of  employing more ecumenical terminology (cf. p. 8 where he employs the term 
“overseer” rather than “superintendent”). Although he quotes from the Manual of  
the Church of  the Nazarene (147) in discussing the ritual of  the sacraments, the 
source of  the citations are only evident in the footnotes and not in the body of  the 
text itself. The attempt to avoid denominational references makes the book useful 
to	a	wider	audience,	specifically	Wesleyan-holiness	pastors	(23).
Rowell holds that many pastors fail due to “a poorly constructed pastoral 
theology” (22). He determines to correct the faulty theology. The aim of  his work is 
stated as follows: “…I set out to gather in some kind of  systematic way a theological 
and practical framework for thinking about, preparing for, and executing the life 
and work of  a pastor” (22). He is modest in his purpose, not supposing that it will 
add “greatly” to the classic pastoral theologies (22-23, 181), but does anticipate that 
his	work	will	provide	“theological	reflections	on	the	life	and	work	of 	the	pastor”	
(23). 
The	first	eight	chapters	appear	under	the	first	part	entitled	“Good	Thinking:	
Wesleyan Pastoral Theology” and include descriptors of  the word “thinking” which 
are: Wesleyan, theologically, identity, prayerfully, leadership, essentially, humbly and 
holy. In chapter one, “Thinking Wesleyan,” Rowell provides pointers on how the 
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Wesleyan Quadrilateral can be used in developing a Wesleyan pastoral theology. The 
identity of  effective pastors arises from the call of  God and the Church. Pastors 
should maintain a prayerful orientation that engages in constant prayer. Rowell 
challenges the secular paradigms of  leadership and promotes a biblical model of  
leadership, which is characterized by humility, solidarity, compassion, integrity, and 
sacrifice	 (58f.).	 In	 the	 chapter,	 “Thinking	Essentially,”	Rowell,	 borrowing	 a	page	
from Eugene Peterson, challenges pastors to focus on the essentials: prayer, study 
of  Scriptures, and spiritual direction. Thinking humbly entails downward mobility, 
submitting to authority, and a humble leadership posture. Rowell desires for pastors 
to	demonstrate	 a	 leadership	 “that	 is	 so	defined	by	God’s	perfect	 love	 that	 it	 no	
longer has anything of  its own to prove; it has only to prove the authenticity of  a 
love that lays down its life in service to another” (87). 
Part two is entitled “Good Listening and Being: Wesleyan Pastoral 
Practice.”	The	first	two	chapters	focus	on	listening	to	God	and	to	people.	Rowell	
focuses in these two chapters on techniques and means of  listening, including, in 
the	first	chapter,	respecting	Sabbath	and	listening	to	God	through	Scripture.	The	
second chapter discusses listening to people in an unhurried manner and active 
listening both with individuals and among groups. The next six chapter titles 
use descriptors of  the word “being”; they are being preacher, evangelist, teacher, 
officiant,	reconciler,	and	true.	Rowell	emphasizes	biblical	preaching	and	planning	
for preaching. The role of  evangelism and the role of  the pastor in teaching 
congregants to witness to their faith are stressed. Rowell holds that pastors should 
live so that their “entire life becomes instructive as a model of  fully surrendered 
discipleship” (127). Chapter 14, a longer chapter, stresses the role of  the pastor 
as	 a	 leader	of 	worship,	 including	his/her	 role	 as	 an	officiant	of 	 the	 sacraments,	
weddings, and funerals. The author discusses the importance of  church unity and 
the	role	of 	the	pastor	 in	reconciling	in	conflicting	circumstances	within	the	local	
church through the use of  strategies of  reconciliation.  In the chapter “Being True,” 
Rowell addresses ethics traps and strategies for the ministers to remain true to their 
calling. 
Part 3, entitled “Faithful and Effective: Rightly Assessing Pastoral Work,” 
discusses the appropriate perspective on ministerial success in the seventeenth 
chapter. In the last chapter “Legacy,” the author discusses two ways that pastors 
can make a purposeful investment in the lives of  successors: 1) nurturing the call of  
God in the lives of  others (177); 2) mentoring others in the ministry (179). 
Rowell’s	 work	 has	 made	 an	 important	 contribution	 to	 the	 field	 of 	
pastoral theology for Wesleyan-holiness pastors. The author acknowledges debts 
to the writings of  pastoral theologians Eugene H. Peterson and William Willimon 
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(22), but he extends the discussion beyond the writings of  these mentors, making 
application of  ministerial disciplines to the thinking of  the pastor. Not only does 
the writer stress thinking and the need for practical theologians (22, 37), Rowell 
also emphasizes mentoring, integrity, humility and other disciplines of  the pastor’s 
life. Despite the subtitle, the book does not provide a comprehensive treatment of  
pastoral theology, but its emphasis on the disciplines of  the pastoral life is its strong 
suit. This seasoned pastor, writer and overseer of  churches should be commended 
for a heartfelt introduction to pastoral ministry and the emphasis on the spiritual 
life and thinking of  pastors.
Brian McLaren in Focus: A New Kind of  Apologetics
Scott R. Burson
Abilene, KS: Abilene Christian University Press
2016, 303 pp., paper, $22.99
ISBN: 978-0-89112-469-6
Reviewed by R. Scott Smith
Scott Burson has written the best work on Brian McLaren’s thought 
to date. It is massively researched, drawing upon his dialogues with McLaren. 
Moreover, McLaren wrote the introduction, providing direct support of  Burson’s 
work. The book also includes an appendix of  their e-mails. Burson carefully draws 
upon these and other sources, enabling him to clarify McLaren’s views.
The book consists of  nine chapters and four useful appendices. In the 
introduction, Burson explores McLaren’s motivation to reconsider the “distorted” 
Christian	narrative	we	have	inherited.	McLaren	originally	attributed	it	to	five-point	
Calvinism (“5C”), but later to fundamentalism. Burson carefully explains how 
McLaren	 sees	 the	 cognitive	 influences	 of 	 modernity	 upon	 5C.	 But,	 even	 more	
importantly, he surfaces McLaren’s deeper concerns with 5C’s ethical effects, 
which	McLaren	 thinks	 include	 excessive	 confidence	 in	 the	 elect	 and	“colonizing	
superiority and oppression” (111). 
In	 chapter	 two,	 Burson	 identifies	 three	 periods	 of 	 development	 in	
McLaren’s life and thought: the early (1956-94), the emerging (1995-2005), and 
emergent	(2006ff)	periods,	with	their	key	publications	and	events.	Burson	clarifies	
McLaren’s	early	influences,	such	as	his	upbringing	in	the	Plymouth	Brethren,	and	
his	being	discipled	by	a	Calvinist.	Here,	too,	the	influences	of 	many	others	(e.g.,	Stan	
Grenz and Walker Percy) become clearer.
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Chapter three explores McLaren’s views about the Bible, where Burson 
initially	identifies	McLaren’s	resonance	with	open	theism,	and	his	rejection	of 	total	
determinism. For him, humans have genuine freedom, so the future is open. Yet, 
due to how they read Scripture, evangelicals often miss appreciating the importance 
of  human dignity, evolutionary development, and narrative. Burson makes helpful 
distinctions, noting for instance that while McLaren is not a process theologian, he 
is a theistic evolutionist.
Chapter four focuses more on Calvinism. Part of  McLaren’s reason for 
rejecting it is that he sees it as portraying a modern, mechanistic view of  God, 
whereas he sees God in an organic, relational way. McLaren rejects total depravity, 
yet	 not	 original	 sin;	 rather,	 he	 redefines	 it	 in	 terms	 of 	Girard’s	mimetic	 theory.	
McLaren also rejects total determinism because it undermines human dignity, 
authenticity, and relationality. He stresses God’s goodness, not sovereignty. Here, 
too, Burson helpfully evaluates McLaren’s arguments, with good attention to 
determinism, compatibilism, and libertarian freedom.
In	chapter	five,	Burson	takes	up	McLaren’s	doctrinal	revisions,	including	
total	 depravity	 and	 unconditional	 election	 (which	 he	 redefines).	 McLaren	 does	
not have a theory of  the atonement, and he rejects the penal substitutionary view. 
Eschatologically, Burson describes McLaren as a preterist. Burson also touches on 
(but	does	not	fully	pursue)	McLaren’s	influence	from	panentheists	such	as	Jürgen	
Moltmann, John Haught, and Wolfhart Pannenberg. (It also would have been 
helpful for the publisher to include Burson’s dissertation’s material on McLaren’s 
nonreductive physicalism.)
Next, in chapter six, Burson attempts to locate McLaren’s views on 
a spectrum of  modern liberal, post liberal, post conservative, and evangelical 
theology. He considers several factors and notes that McLaren does not deny the 
existence of  miracles. For example, he believes in Jesus’ resurrection and life after 
death for humans. Apologetically, McLaren stresses having a good faith over a right 
faith, which is marked by three traits: a) cooperation, not conquering; b) holism, 
not rationalism; and c) particulars, not universals. Overall, Burson sees McLaren as 
being “in the post conservative/post liberal neighborhood, but perhaps on the post 
liberal side of  the street” (199).
Burson uses chapter seven to see to what extent McLaren stands in 
affinity	with	Arminian	orthodoxy	and	orthopraxy.	There	he	also	suggests	ways	to	
strengthen McLaren’s objections to determinism. Chapter eight, however, explores 
the extent of  McLaren’s dissonance with Arminianism, such as over the Wesleyan 
Quadrilateral; hell; and Christ’s atonement, resurrection, and divinity. Moreover, he 
assesses McLaren’s alternative telling (the “Greco-Roman” version) of  the received 
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Christian narrative as lacking academic support and discounting the Spirit’s ability 
to guide, correct, and communicate with us.
Finally, in chapter nine, Burson asks, “What can evangelicals learn from 
McLaren?” Emphatically, many might say nothing. Yet, Burson probes why McLaren 
has dropped off  evangelicals’ radar screen, which has been due to strident critiques 
leveled by Calvinist “gatekeepers.” In contrast, Burson’s writing is an example of  
what he thinks evangelicals can learn the most from McLaren: the importance of  
embodying a generous, charitable spirit, and adopting a tone of  kindness.
Burson has brought much clarity to many of  McLaren’s positions through 
careful exposition of  his works. Charitably, yet faithfully, he assesses McLaren’s 
contributions and weaknesses with strong theological, biblical, and philosophical 
insights. This work is irenic and scholarly, yet also written very accessibly. It deserves 
wide, thoughtful attention.
The Mestizo Augustine: A Theologian Between Two Cultures
Justo L. González
Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic
2016, 192 pp., paper, $24.00
ISBN: 978-0-08308-5150-8
Reviewed by Zachariah S. Motts
Justo González is well known for eminently readable works on church 
history.  The Mestizo Augustine in this regard does not disappoint.  It is a slim 
volume, yet it provides both biography and a fresh analysis of  Augustine in a highly 
accessible fashion.  In this way, it easily recommends itself  both to the person 
looking for an entry point to Augustine and the person familiar with the material 
but looking for a new angle from which to approach it.
The new angle offered is to look at Augustine through the lens of  
mestizaje, a Spanish term that has come to mean living between multiple cultures 
or in the overlap of  multiple cultures.  It is the experience of  many immigrant 
populations	in	the	highly	mobile	world	in	which	we	find	ourselves	in	today.		There	
is, however, both a connection and a disconnection expressed within this word. “To 
be a mestizo is to belong to two realities and at the same time not to belong to either 
of  them” (15).  To be Mexican-American may mean that neither other Mexicans 
nor other Americans accept you as truly Mexican or truly American.  To be mestizo 
is to deal with issues of  identity and acceptance.
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Yet, the experience of  being mestizo can be fertile ground for creativity 
and	an	opening	for	new	cultural	possibilities.		It	is	here,	González	argues,	that	we	find	
Augustine.		At	first,	this	may	sound	like	the	heavy-handed,	anachronistic	application	
of 	a	modern,	Spanish	term	to	a	historical	figure	in	order	to	say	something	about	a	
pressing current issue.  González, though, is a careful historian sensitive to context. 
He spends a large portion of  the book sketching the life of  Augustine within its 
social, cultural, and political setting.  As one looks at the life of  Augustine with the 
term	“mestizo”	floating	in	the	background,	the	details	of 	his	movement	across	and	
between cultural boundaries and groups come into sharper relief.  Augustine is not 
Mexican-American, but he is developing and ministering within African Berber or 
“Punic” culture at the same time that he is being steeped in the politically dominant 
Roman culture.   
Moving from the biography, González devotes four chapters to looking 
at the interactions Augustine has with Manichaeans, Donatists, Pelagians, and 
pagans.  Within each of  these debates, the pastoral Augustine reaches for persuasive 
responses, but at times he leans on his Berber heritage and at times he draws upon 
his Roman background.  That is not to say that Augustine is always successful and 
González points out multiple points where the framework that Augustine used to 
answer the pressing questions of  the day sometimes muddied the conversation. At 
times, neither side can see some of  the larger political and social stakes within the 
conversation (i.e. Augustine’s attempts to answer Donatism in a totally theological 
way, without dealing with the issues relating to Roman oppression and African 
resistance).  
Even so, González makes a strong case that part of  the profundity and 
the	 enduring	 influence	 Augustine	 has	 had	 over	Western	 culture	 has	 to	 do	 with	
the way multiple cultures are embraced and clashing within this one person.  The 
mestizo lens accents the contextual responsiveness and cultural resources Augustine 
is	 drawing	on	 as	he	 is	 answering	difficult	 pastoral	 problems.	 	Rather	 than	being	
awkward or anachronistic, by the end of  the book I was actually wishing González 
had been more forceful and direct in his application of  this mestizo lens.  It seemed 
that there was so much more that could still be said, so many more connections 
waiting to be made.  That restraint, though, is part of  the charm of  this book. 
The reader is left asking for more in that good way which inspires conversation, 
scholarship,	and,	perhaps,	a	first	or	second	look	at	the	source	material:	all	excellent	
outcomes for a teacher of  church history.
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Church Planting in the Secular West: Learning from the European Experience 
by Stefan Paas 
Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company
2016, 316 pp., paper, $28.45
ISBN: 978-0-8028-7348-4
Reviewed by Bud Simon
Stefan Paas, a professor of  missiology and intercultural theology in 
Amsterdam, makes a solid contribution to the Gospel and Our Culture Series 
with a close examination of  the state of  church planting in Europe. His analytical 
research of  existing strategies is a unique contribution to the post-modern and 
post-Christendom realities that exist in Europe today. This book is an important 
contribution for students, researchers and practitioners interested in such contexts 
as it provides a historical and theoretical framework of  European church planting 
with well-reasoned missiological insights. 
Paas brings together research from various European contexts and 
historical perspectives. This is helpful to spotlight church planting that has been 
successful in the past and what contributed to those successes. He also provides 
missiological	reflection	on	the	historical	framework	that	allows	the	reader	to	interpret	
the successes in light of  contemporary context. The aim of  the book is to move 
the discussion of  church planting away from methodology that doesn’t consider 
historical and local context so that the conversation is grounded missiologically. This 
goal is well achieved through the willingness to challenge colloquial assumptions 
concerning contemporary theories and practices of  church planting in Europe.
One example of  this is that Evangelicals often use models and 
justifications	of 	church	planting	which	flow	out	of 	the	Reformation,	especially	from	
the eighteenth and nineteenth century, when there was a movement to seek freedom 
from	state	churches.	This	type	of 	church	planting	relies	on	reasons	that	flow	from	
the	context	of 	that	era	rather	than	reflecting	on	the	current	reality	that	the	church	
faces. One function of  this is that church planting normally is an extension of  
denominationalism and rarely is there any attempt to coordinate between different 
churches.	Another	 function	of 	 that	 era	 is	 that	 church	planting	 is	 simplified	 into	
an	expression	of 	evangelism	and	justified	as	such.	However	research	into	who	is	
joining new churches doesn’t demonstrate evangelistic growth. These examples 
demonstrate	Paas’	willingness	to	challenge	current	pragmatism	in	the	field	so	as	to	
move the discussion towards a missiological framework.   
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One weakness in the writing is that there are few solutions suggested to 
resolve the issue of  re-evangelizing Europe. He recognizes that the church crisis 
needs adaptable solutions for the multiple contexts of  the continent and suggests 
that church planting needs a climate of  tolerant innovation. In this way, theology 
casts church planting as an expression of  mission in order to establish an alternative 
community in the world. But the question of  turning such suggestions into realties 
is only addressed at the theoretical level. 
Overall	Paas	does	a	good	job	of 	deconstructing	oversimplifications	of 	
the crisis in European Christianity. His discussion is wide ranging and demonstrates 
the need to rethink strategies. The book’s dialogue with typical church planting 
expectations rethinks the way God has called churches to engage their communities 
and is recommended as a worthy addition to the bookshelf  of  those involved in 
such situations. 
Preaching in the New Testament: An Exegetical and Biblical-Theological 
Study
Jonathan	I.	Griffiths
New Studies in Biblical Theology Series
Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic
2017, 153 pp., paper, $22.00 
ISBN: 978-0-8308-2643-8
Reviewed by Scott Donahue-Martens 
Preaching in the New Testament: An Exegetical and Biblical-Theological 
Study,	by	Jonathan	Griffiths,	the	lead	pastor	of 	the	Metropolitan	Bible	Church	in	
Ottawa, Canada, primarily seeks to uncover whether the practice of  preaching is 
biblical and if  it is distinct from other word ministries. As the title suggests, the main 
area	of 	 focus	 is	New	Testament	preaching,	 and	more	 specifically,	 post-apostolic	
sections of  scripture. At the same time, the author is concerned with whether a line 
of  continuity exists from the Old Testament prophetic preaching, to the preaching 
of 	Jesus	and	the	apostles,	and	finally	to	post-apostolic	preaching.	The	book	is	split	
into three parts and contains two excurses. Exegesis and biblical theology are the 
primary methodologies of  the work.
In	part	one,	Griffiths	highlights	 the	 importance	of 	words	 to	God	and	
God’s work. He argues that when preachers are faithful to God and to the biblical 
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text, they are speaking God’s word. This theological section helps the reader grasp 
what is at stake in the preaching event and why preaching is central to the Christian 
community.	 Griffiths	 builds	 on	 Claire	 Smith’s	 identification	 of 	 three	 “semi-
technical terms” for preaching by providing valuable charts of  their use in the New 
Testament. For the terms, euangelizomai, katangellō, and kēryssō, the charts record 
speaker, context, and content. The systematic and organized approach is helpful for 
the reader to gather an overview of  how words translated as preaching or preaching 
activities function in the New Testament. 
The particular passages, 2 Timothy 3-4, Romans 10, 1 Corinthians 
1-2, 9, and 15, 2 Corinthians 2-6, 1 Thessalonians 1-2, and Hebrews, are given 
larger attention in part two. Each of  these books is given a separate chapter. The 
chapters	describe	significant	verses,	give	biblical	context	for	the	verses,	and	relate	
the	individual	book	to	the	larger	focus	of 	biblical	theology.	Griffiths	lays	out	a	good	
introduction of  a biblical theology of  preaching with a strong textual methodology. 
A great strength of  Preaching in the New Testament is its reliance on scriptural 
support to make arguments. The author continually gives extensive references within 
particular post-apostolic texts and the canon as a whole. While this is done well and 
with care, the lack of  engagement with the broader historical milieu diminishes the 
exegetical method employed. A reader searching for information about preaching 
in the Greco-Roman world or even the extra-biblical context of  the “three semi-
technical” terms for preaching may be disappointed. 
Griffiths	 concludes	 that	 preaching	 is	 biblical;	 however,	 because	 none	
of  the three “semi-technical” words are used in reference to general believers, he 
asserts	that	preaching	is	done	by	those	specifically	called	by	God.	He	contends	that	
other believers participate in a general category called word ministries, but preaching 
is exclusive to those commissioned by God to preach. Those commissioned by 
God preach to a public audience by declaring God’s message to the people. The 
relationship between divine and human elements of  preaching within the biblical 
texts is rightfully noted and explored, especially with regards to the authority of  the 
messenger. The strong evangelistic thrust of  preaching within the New Testament 
is	highlighted	throughout	the	book,	as	the	content	of 	preaching	is	generally	salvific.	
The relationship between New Testament preaching and Old Testament prophecy 
is	explored	in	an	excurses	and	throughout	the	book.	Griffiths	determines	that	a	line	
of  continuity exists between the two; however, New Testament preaching functions 
differently because he argues that preachers no longer receive new revelations from 
God. 
Griffiths	is	forthright	that	his	work	is	not	a	guide	on	how	to	preach	but	
an exploration on the theology of  preaching. Those seeking a guide on preaching 
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or looking for how a theology of  New Testament preaching impacts preaching in 
the 21st century should look elsewhere. A stated goal of  the New Studies in Biblical 
Theology series, of  which Preaching in the New Testament belongs, is to “help 
thinking Christians understand their Bibles better.” To that end, the book provides 
the	 general	 reader	with	 significant	 information	 on	 how	 preaching	 functioned	 in	
the New Testament. The intertextual approach is skillfully handled and provides 
a descriptive approach to preaching rooted in the biblical text. Academics and 
seminarians looking for more than a word study on the ‘semi-technical’ words for 
preaching may be disappointed, especially with the exegetical methodology that 
exclusively	focused	on	the	text.	Those	looking	for	biblical	justification	for	preaching	
or an introduction on a biblical theology of  preaching that utilizes a strong textual 
methodology will enjoy and be enlightened by Preaching in the New Testament.
Prevenient Grace: An Investigation into Arminianism 
J. Alexander Rutherford
Vancouver, British Columbia: Teleioteti Publishing
2016, x + 342 pp., paper, $16.00
ISBN: 978-1-5176-3840-5
Reviewed by W. Brian Shelton 
The enduring debate on grace and free will has seen recent attention to 
the nature of  depravity and the human condition. Alexander Rutherford continues 
this trend as a graduate student at Regent College, Vancouver, Canada. In a desire 
to “write for the Church and those who will teach the local church” (iii), Rutherford 
seeks to investigate the biblical grounding and rational foundation for the Arminian 
doctrine of  prevenient grace. This audience is kept in view as he attempts three 
strategies in a lengthy volume: a detailed analytical outline, an address to complicated 
and	technical	issues,	and	definitions	of 	obscure	terminology.	The	size	of 	the	work	
results	from	his	explanatory	clarifications	to	his	lay	audience,	clarifications	which	are	
technical, rational, and analytical. His overarching priority is “to make the Bible the 
central piece of  all my arguments” (iv) and his attention to scripture is considerable. 
The investigation intends to be objective as it examines prevenient grace through 
the exegetical data underlying the doctrine, the systematic construction of  the 
biblical evidence, and the philosophical fortitude of  the whole doctrine. 
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The author is familiar with the theological arguments surrounding the 
grace/free will controversy and he is enthusiastic about employing syllogistic 
approaches to theological thinking. Rutherford rightly recognizes that a doctrine 
of  prevenient grace is foundational to Arminian theology: “God gives prevenient 
grace to every man and woman, freeing their bonded wills and enabling them to 
either choose His free offer of  salvation through faith in Jesus Christ or reject it” 
(6). He recognizes that an Arminian understanding of  the topic explains God’s 
relationship with the world and the nature of  salvation represented in the Word. 
He is aware that the work of  prevenient grace is an enabling one, a provisional one, 
and that this system with its prevenient grace offers an explanation of  wooing and 
drawing (John 6:44) rather than unconditional election. He knows how prevenient 
grace offers an explanation for the universal availability of  salvation (John 3:16) 
rather than a narrow atonement only for the elect. He is informed how the free will 
passages in scripture are collected to make a systematic theology that is biblically 
coherent for Arminians. Yet, he does not go deep into his investigation before 
revealing that this doctrine will not survive his biblical and philosophical rubric. At 
the earliest juncture, the doctrine of  prevenient grace is for the author “like the seed 
planted	on	the	rocks	in	Jesus’	parable”—flowering,	drying	up,	and	dying	because	it	
of  its rootlessness (2). Any reader will immediately recognize the book as another 
polemical contribution to a commonly partisan debate. 
At the core of  Rutherford’s polemics is a rejection of  any legitimate 
reading of  scripture other than a Reformed reading. He shows naivety when 
he fails to realize that Arminians are familiar with his elaborate explanation of  
compatibilism, but they don’t believe the bible teaches it. Rather than allow for the 
Arminian reading of  scripture to develop through exegesis and then engage each 
interpretation that constructs its theological system, a Reformed hermeneutic of  
impossibility haunts the Arminian exegesis: “Most of  the Arminian arguments are 
not actually exegetical or biblical” (98). Universal passages signify only the elect (89), 
prolepsis	 finds	 no	 explanation	 or	 prospect	 (95),	 and	 compatibilism	 comfortably	
prevents some non-believers from salvation (151). This dismissal of  the Arminian 
perspective is all the more disappointing when the author never engages nor cites 
Arminius or Wesley in their own writings; Roger Olson and David Fry become 
his principal sources for understanding prevenient grace. Rutherford completely 
overlooks	 the	 first	 comprehensive	 treatment	 of 	 prevenient	 grace	 from	 2014	
authored by this reviewer. Its attention to the works of  Arminius and Wesley could 
have intercepted some of  his misunderstanding of  their intentions. Meanwhile, the 
voices of  Calvin and contemporary Calvinists sound throughout in defense of  total 
depravity, unconditional election, and effectual calling. 
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Two particular extremes against fellow Protestants are concerning. First, 
the Reformed view of  total depravity is equated with historic orthodoxy. While 
all Christians maintain depravity that requires grace for salvation, when prevenient 
grace proves untenable for him he remarks, “The Arminian position is stuck at 
the very least in self-contradiction or maybe even in the realm of  historical heresy 
for denying total depravity” (6). Second, his reading of  scripture admittedly 
necessitates the proposition that human activity is free when controlled by God: 
“Only	 compatibilism	 can	 affirm	 this	 proposition:	 if 	 we	 reject	 this	 proposition,	
rejecting inerrancy is our only option” (125). For the author, Arminians cannot be 
inerrantists and they risk being heretical. 
One of  the strengths of  the book is the lengthy and clear lay out of  the 
arguments for each issue surrounding prevenient grace. At times, the tone is fair, 
even irenic, and explanatory. This offers instructive material to both the Arminian 
system and a Reformed response, although his technical approach will desert his 
lay audience intention. The work will provide many researchers insight into lines 
of  thinking on election, determinism, free will, and depravity. However, the author 
chooses to employ invective in his teaching that exacerbates the debate. To list them 
all would be equally polemical, but a review warrants one illustration: “One does 
not need a doctorate in philosophy or theology to see the ridiculousness of  the 
argument they are attempting” (109). 
In the end, this book innovatively combines biblical, theological, and 
philosophical thought, but it suffers from all of  the trappings of  a Reformed 
perspective on Arminianism. The roots of  prevenient grace have not been exposed 
for the tree to wither naturally, but the roots have been pumped with silvicide from 
a biased reading of  scripture. The tragedy is not that Rutherford has written against 
prevenient grace; it is tragic that his work may further divide believers in an already 
divisive debate. 
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Being Human in God’s World: An Old Testament Theology of  Humanity
J. Gordon McConville
Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic
2016, xi + 240 pp., paper, $25.00
ISBN 978-0-8010-9970-0
Reviewed by David Nonnenmacher, Jr.
It should not come as a surprise to students of  the Old Testament that 
the conversation surrounding the creation of  humanity is alive and well – the 
significance	 of 	 such	 discussion	 can	 scarcely	 be	 overstated.	 	 In	 his	 work	 Being	
Human in God’s World: An Old Testament Theology of  Humanity, J. Gordon 
McConville unpacks an array of  themes that contributes much to how one can 
begin understanding the role of  humanity within its ancient biblical framework. 
True to his book’s title, McConville centers the body of  his writing around the 
question “what does it mean to be human?”  This query, ultimately inspired by 
Psalm 8:4, can be felt looming in the background of  every discussion and fueling 
each chapter with incentive to push forward ever deeper into the matters at hand.
The	 first	 and	 second	 chapters	 initiate	 the	 conversation	 with	 a	 well-
structured	 analysis	 of 	Genesis	 1-3	 where	 the	 imago	Dei	 is	 “fleshed	 out”	 in	 an	
interesting light.  In opposition to scripture’s ancient Near Eastern context, 
McConville argues that the imago Dei is less about humanity’s representation of  
God in the world and more about humanity’s desire to pursue the divine and live 
amongst one another.  In short, it is both relational and active.  The third and 
fourth chapters delve deeper into these concepts in a more exegetical fashion 
as McConville explores the nature of  the self, including alternative nuances for 
the terms “heart, soul, mind, and spirit.”  While	McConville	does	not	specifically	
designate	“parts”	to	his	book,	chapter	five	seems	to	serve	as	the	change	in	tempo	
as it begins to explore how one may begin understanding Old Testament metaphor 
and language considering the aforementioned conclusions. 
The subsequent chapters each contain their own primary thematic 
emphases.  Chapter six immerses itself  in creation’s physicality; this does not just 
include humanity, but also the natural order and land.  Chapters seven and eight 
highlight various aspects of  human experience and identity. These include politics 
and rights as well as sexual desire and various ways in which intimacy is expressed. 
Chapter nine concerns itself  more heavily with the increasingly popular theme 
of  participation through work and livelihood.  The author concludes his work in 
chapter	ten	by	reflecting	on	worship	as	the	center	of 	what	it	means	to	be	Christian.
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Undoubtedly, some of  the strengths of  Being Human in God’s World 
include its broad theological strokes and in-depth conversational approach.  While 
this style can at times lend itself  to digression and a lack of  cohesion, such traits 
could be simply marked as an occupational hazard given the discussions at hand. 
Amongst the few critiques that could be made about McConville’s methodology, 
his	 work	may	 have	 greatly	 benefitted	 from	 including	 reflections	 from	 historical	
scholarship.  It should be noted that he does phenomenally well in including modern 
philosophers, theologians, and even poets, but there is little to no mention of  how 
his conclusions relate to those who have pioneered portions of  this discussion in 
the past.  Overall, McConville does well in navigating through a sea of  theological 
principles and arriving at some robust conclusions that will surely edify any reader.
The creativity and imaginative elaborations expressed in this book gives 
it an edge against other similar works.  Whether the reader is wading in its shallows 
or swimming in its depths, there is something here for everyone attempting to know 
more about the relationship between God and humankind.  One does not have 
to be a scholar like its author to pick up this work and walk away feeling more 
illuminated.  This is most certainly not to say, however, that both the budding and 
experienced Old Testament scholar wouldn’t do well in adding this text to their 
bookshelf.
The State of  Missiology Today: Global Innovations in Christian Witness
Charles E. Van Engen, ed.
Downers Grove, MI: InterVarsity Press
2016, x, 304 pp., paper, $25.00
ISBN: 978-0-8308-5096-9
Reviewed by Stanley Cung
The State of  Missiology Today is a collection of  articles, which were 
being presented in a conference to celebrate the 50th Anniversary of  School of  
Intercultural Studies (SIS) (formerly School of  World Mission) in 2015 at Fuller 
Theological Seminary. It explores the developments and transformation in the 
study and practice of  mission with two purposes: to look backward and celebrate 
the missiological innovations of  Donald McGavran, the founder of  SIS, and 
his associates (1), and to look forward for future directions of  missiological 
engagement. Therefore, this book is about looking both backwards and forwards at 
mission studies and its prospects in the 21st century. Edited by Charles van Engen, 
the Arthur F. Glasser Professor Emeritus of  Biblical Theology of  Mission at Fuller 
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Theological Seminary, who has taught in the School of  Intercultural Studies since 
1988, it is composed of  fourteen articles contributed by different scholars from 
diverse interest and background which makes the book more valuable and helpful.
The	book	is	divided	into	two	parts.	In	the	first	part,	the	authors	focus	
on the celebration and evaluation of  the innovations of  Donald McGavran and his 
associates. And the second part focuses on looking forward to the future of  mission 
studies	by	presenting	the	challenges	of 	Christian	mission.	Among	significant	and	
important	contributions	from	the	authors	of 	this	book,	I	find	four	themes	most	
helpful and challenging: the role of  the Bible, radical embrace, mission to the 
margins, and future challenges for Christian mission. First, Shawn B. Redford’s 
article on innovations in missiological hermeneutics discusses the role of  scripture 
in relation to mission. He criticizes selecting biblical proof  texts for mission, 
and	 argues	 for	 rereading	 the	 Bible	 with	 missiological	 eyes	 by	 presenting	 five	
hermeneutics that transform the relation of  the Bible and mission: missiological 
hermeneutics by Arthur F. Glasser, thematic hermeneutics by Charles van Engen, 
ethnohermeneutics by Charles H. Kraft, spiritual hermeneutics by Shawn Redford, 
and	scientific	hermeneutics.	
The	second	significant	and	most	challenging	article	in	this	book	is	“Who	
Is Our Cornelius?” by Pascal D. Bazzell in which he discusses the importance of  
‘radical embrace’. He uses the story of  Peter and Cornelius and explores the ‘in-
between space’ for the model of  ‘mission with the people’ to challenge the church 
to go beyond itself  for a radical embrace of  the divine in the other, and experience 
the mysterious presence of  the Spirit in the other for mutual transformation – being 
both a bearer and recipient of  truth. The third challenging missiological theme is 
mission to the margins by Jayakumar Christian. In his article, Christian discusses 
the	role	of 	the	church	in	the	margins.	He	identifies	the	problem	as	the	absence	of 	
the church in the margins and the lack of  missiology relevant for the margins, and 
highlights	five	missiological	themes	for	the	church	and	its	mission	to	be	relevant	to	
the margins – a theology of  power, identity, anger, the Holy Spirit, and truth – for 
alternative missiology for the margins. 
For future challenges of  Christian mission, the articles by Wonsuk Ma, 
Stephen B. Bevans, Mary Motte and Scott W. Sunquist are worth being mentioned 
here. In his article, Ma calls the SIS to seek the global voices and participation in 
ecumenical mission leadership, and for creation of  mission knowledge. Likewise, 
Bevans presents a friendly challenge to SWM/SIS: the theology of  liberation, the 
role of  liturgy, prayer, and contemplation as elements of  mission, and the practice 
of  mission as prophetic dialogue. Mary Motte’s discussion of  four themes for the 
future of  mission in Roman Catholicism is also a great contribution. They are open 
228     The Asbury Journal    73/1 (2018)
to the ecumenical movement, express interest and a positive attitude in interreligious 
relations and a theology of  dialogue, search for truth and promoting human 
dignity, and moving toward a new creation. In the conclusion of  the book, Scott 
W.	Sunquist	lists	the	advancement	of 	technology,	the	popularity	and	significance	of 	
insider movements, the ministry of  peacemaking, the place of  scripture, the issue 
of  migration and displacement, the role of  the Holy Spirit, the issue of  poverty, 
and the concept of  mission from the South and the East as the eight future trends 
which will guide us in mission.
The	readers	of 	 the	book	might	find	some	difficulty	 in	connecting	one	
article to the other as often happens in a book composed of  a collection of  articles 
from diverse contributors. However, it is undeniable that The State of  Missiology 
is rich in missiological thinking. It not only brings out invaluable insights and 
contributions	of 	missiologists	from	the	past,	but	also	covers	and	reflects	current	
missiological themes from different scholars from diverse contexts. Its richness 
should have been complemented with an addition of  missiological responses to the 
issues of  ecology, which has often been missing in evangelical theological concerns. 
But,	without	 a	 doubt,	 this	 book	will	 greatly	 benefit	 those	who	 are	 interested	 in	
mission studies and world Christianity.
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